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" Agenda item 5: Report on Clinton Adm1n1strat1on Jobs Bill. ..'.;_;':”ﬂw

Summary Minutes of the
Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force
meeting, March 30-31, 1993
Klamath Falls, Oregon

Members Present: Kent Bulfinch, Mitch Farro, Leaf Hillman, Bill Shake, Nat
Bingham, Rod McInnis, Mike Orcutt, George Thackeray, Keith Wilkinson, Barbara

. Holder, Forrest Reynolds, Tom Stokely, (Bob Rohde for Leaf Hillman)

Absentees: Walter Lara, Jr., Don DeVol

March 30, 1993

Agenda items 1, 2 and 3 Call to order and adogtion of agenda, . introductions,
introductory comments, .
Bill Shake called the meeting to order at 1:00 pm. Welcomed all to meeting.

Gave a briefing for the purpose of the meeting, emphasizing that the upper
basin plan amendment document was out for review and that the Task Force would

be taking public comments later in the evening.

Orcutt asked to include discussion of the salmon seasons.

Motion to adopt'the agenda (Attachment 1) carried.

Agenda item 4: Adoption of minutes ffoﬁ FeSruarv 3-4, 1993, meetinq.

Motion to approve minutes of the February meetlng carried.
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Shake reported that the House of" Representétives has passed the bill and -it- 15_f_f{tr B

now in the Senate for consideration. ~“He said-that the UrS. Fish and wildlife -
Service - Region 1 submitted proposals-for-work:-amounting to $26 million
(including approximately $4.5 million for fisheries programs). The programs
in the State of Washington would receive $1,067,000, programs in Oregon will
receive $404,000, and programs in California would receive $2.7 million. He
said that some of the funds will be used in the Klamath Basin. Shake indicated
that he wants the Task Force involved in the project recommendation process in

some practical way.

Holder reported that the U.S. Forest Service - Klamath National Forest
submitted proposals for $600,000 in ecosystem restoration work. She said
these projects tie in well with the long range plan. She also said that,
because of the short proposal development process, some pro;ects don't have
adequate NEPA documents or proper engineering.

When asked how the Task Force project selectlon process could be integrated
into the Jobs Bill project selection process, Shake said it would be difficult
to do because of the short turn around time. He said that as soon as we get
firm funding targets we can send out more specific project proposals for
review by Task Force members. He said that a Task Force might be able to hold
a conference call to review these project proposals and provide input.

Bingham suggested utilizing the Fiscal Year 1993 list of ranked project
proposals. Bolder suggested having staff develop a list of proposals
submitted by all agencies working in the basin.
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A%% Action A**

KRFRO will compile a list of Jobs Bill project proposals by all agencies.
This list will be sent to Task Force meabers prior to the June meeting.

Agenda item 6: Upper Klamath Basin issues (J._CrawfordlL

Dave Vogel briefed the Task Force on the intent of the Ecosystem Restoration
Plan for the Upper Klamath Basin, developed by the Klamath Basin Water Users
Protective Association. He said that the plan focuses on problem solutions
and is intended to serve as a catalyst to develop a comprehensive recovery
plan It is also meant to assist the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
in development and implementation of their recovery plan. He also stated that
the plan doesn't focus on single limiting factors for recovery of the
ecosystem. He described some of the recommendations for recovery, such as
offsite water storage development and implementation of wetlands restoration
pilot projects. He said that the plan advocates improved resource management .
through CRMPs, riparian habitat restoration, 1ntegrated and 1mproved water
utllxzat1on, and water conservat1on measures. i

John Crawford noted that the Klamath Basin Water Users Protectlve .
Association's Ecosystem Restoration Plan was developed in leu of a restoration
plan to be written by the USFWS. He told the Task Force that they could also
utilize this Ecosystem Restoration Plan by adopting it in leu of the long
range plan amendment document. Crawford asked the Task Force if the upper
basin amendment was a “"done deal."™ To which the reply was no. . He claimed
that the upper basin amendment does not address water quantity solutions. He
stated that the long range plan suggests taking water from the irrigation
supply by dismantling the Klamath River Compact. He stated that offsite
storage would solve many water supply problems. Crawford addressed the issue
of under-representation of upper basin constituents on the Task Force.
Consensus decision making could -potentially-be: changed to majority vote,-.or:
other process, thereby maklng the representatlon 1ssue even more - s1gn1f1cant

Shake s response to Crawford's comments included these p01nts._1) the upper-¢; s
basin amendment was not a "done.deal;%:2)..the-Task.Force -membership_is ... .
determined in the authorizing legislation. {including amendments), and 3) it is
not the purpose of the Task Force to dismantle the Klamath River Compact.

Shake said that the upper basin amendment is an effort to develop awareness of
the entire Klamath River ecosystem.

Agenda item 7: Bureau of Reclamafion -- Report on 1993 operating plan.

Jim Bryant, speaking for the Bureau of Reclamation - Klamath Project (BOR),
indicated that the 1992 precipitation and runoff were well above average for
the upper basin. He said that they project inflow to Upper Klamath Lake to be
120% of normal. BOR anticipates enough water for Class A, B, and C users this
year. Bryant also said that they shouldn't have any trouble meeting lake
elevation levels as identified in the USFWS bioleogical opinion for protecting
the endangered suckers. Lake levels should also be met this fall and next
spring as well.

Bob Rohde pointed out that, now that the drought is considered to be ended,
Pacific Power and Light Company would have to initiate a formal process of
request/not1f1cat1on/rev1ew by FERC prxor to reducing flows below the minimum
levels again.




.OAqenda item B8: Upper Klamath Basin issues (Elwood Hiller)_,

; . Miller said that the Klamath Tribe is participating in the Task Force meeting
because they, too, share the responsibility to manage the watershed. He
stated that the Klamath Tribe is concerned because all of the key players are
"not yet willing to meet to resolve these issues. Miller said that the Klamath
Compact and this Task Force have the potential to manage and restore the
ecosystem. He also pointed out that the Water User's plan deserves adequate
consideration and some ideas should be considered. When addressing the issue
of under-representation of upper basin interests on the Task Force, he said
that one representative could effectively represent a large group of people.
Miller said that the Klamath Tribe supports the Task Force and the water users
that are willing to work to resolve these problems. "The time is now for all

of us to work together. We hope that you are serious.”

Agenda item 9: Public Comment.

(Leigh Johnson), representing Congressman Bob Smith: He pointed out that upper
basin residents are notably concerned with the Klamath River Fishery
‘Restoration Plan. He stated that he was more comfortable after attending this
Task Force meeting and hearing discussion on the issues; primarily the
consensus decision making process. He also pointed out that it is the desire
of the local constituency to support the Ecosystem Restoration Plan, as
developed by the Klamath Basin Water Users Protective Association (KBWUPA).

He cited offstream storage as a goal that the Task Force should adopt, making
it a mutual goal of all interested parties.

Additional Agenda item: discussion of salmon season.

Orcutt opened the discussion by stating that the Pacific Fisheries Management

Council would soon be making a recommendation. to :the Secretary of Commerce, on

the 1993 Klamath River harvest rates. He pointed out-that-for three years: :z:.
spawning escapement for natural spawning Klamath River fall chinook failed to

meet minimum levels. He announced that the Hoopa .vValley .Tribe _wak_askihg the- - -- --
Secretary of Interior to allow for additional.escapemént-(for a total of : o
54,000 natural fall chinook) in 1993. Orcutt asked for support from the Task

Force on this position. = AN

Stokely and Rohde indicated that Trinity County and the Karuk Tribe supported
this position. R

Bingham pointed out that the commercial ocean troll industry supported this
conservation strategy in concept, but that the industry could not survive
another harvest reduction.

Wilkinson pointed out that the total commercial ocean harvest of Klamath River
fall chinook in 1992 was only 1,400 fish, compared to the 1992 inriver harvest

of 6,000 fall chinook. :

Farro reminded everyone that the 1983 run was also below the “floor" but that
1 it produced record returns in the mid 1980s.

g *kk Motion *%x%

’ {(Orcutt): I move that the Task Force support an escapement of 55,000 natural
spawners and forward this recommendation to the Pacific Fishery Management
Council.



McInnis stated that the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) must éupport
the existing escapement goal of 35,000 natural spawners, and he could not
support the motion.

Shake said that the motion was out of order because the Task Force's
responsibility is restoration not harvest management. He said that it would
circumvent the intentions of the Klamath Act for the Task Force to begin
making harvest recommendations. Shake said that it is within the purview of
the Task Force to prepare a letter to KFMC and PFMC ex?ressing concern that:
1) the floor hasn't been met for three years, 2) there's a significant effort
to restore habitat for those stocks in the basin, and 3) the Task Force
strongly recommends that there be no allowances for fishing into the floor.

%% Motion *%%

(B1nghamf I move to send a letter to KFMC asking that escapement of 35, 000
natural spawners be supported. =

Motion carried. (One abstention).
*4% Action **%

Staff will prepare a letter for Task Force Chair's signature, to be hand .
carried to the Klamath Fishery Management Council meeting next week.

Meeting adjourned for the afternoon.

March 30, 1993 (Evening Session)

all Task Force members to do so. To provide some background, Shake stated
that the Task Force realized while developing. the..long..range.plan. for:the..
fishery restoration program, that the entire Klamath River basin must be
considered. He said that water quantity.and. quality are primary issuves . .. .- ..
affecting anadromous fish restoration. He_stated that the Task. Force wanted ~

to include a section of the long range plan that focused on issues: 1mpact1ng

the upper basin. He pointed out that the- formal comment- perlod opened in
February, 1993, and would close on April 16th.’

Bill Shake welcomed everyone to the meeting. He introduced himself and asked .

Orcutt reminded everyone that the Klamath Tribe supportéireintroduction of
anadromous fish into the upper Klamath Basin, and that the Klamath Task Force
endorsed this idea at the outset.

Principal comments made:

o A great willingness to work together to solve these probléms
Encouraged that the Task Force has come to the Klamath Falls area
to discuss these issues.

(o} The hypereutrophic nature of Upper Klamath Lake has always
existed. Natural conditions of the lake have lead to much of the
.problems now identified.

o The upper basin amendment document does not address all of the
issues, primarily water storage.

o The Ecosystem Restoration Plan developed by KBWUPA-should be
considered in- leu of the upper basin amendment document.

o] Agricultural return water is actual cooler than water in the Upper
Klamath Lake.




Trout in Upper Klamath Lake are a specxal stock adapted to h1gher
water temperatures. :

Waterfowl habztat and water needs must also be consxdered in the-
upper basin plan. _ .

Farmers reqularly work to improve wildlife habitat on their lands.

The amendment, and the issues it raises, are merely a p1ece of a
much larger restoratlon picture.

The upper basin amendment is pos:tively framed and contains much
information.

Coordination with the State of Oregon is also necessary, and
should warrant a separate section in the document.

The State of Oregon should be adequately considered. The long
range plan contains many references to "State” rules, regulations,
and laws, that will have to be revised to reflect the dual-state

perspective.

The Task Force should be prepared to demonstrate how the long
range fishery restoration plan relates to other decision making -
bodies and plans (i.e. the Klamath Compact, the Ecosystem
Restoration Plan by the Water Users Ptotectzve Assocxat1on, the
USFWS Sucker Recovery Plan). = . .

The opening of the Klamath Falls ecosystem restbration office by
USFWS may be a way to implement better coordination.

Forest management issues must also be considered if the entire
watershed is to be rrestored.--Impacts.from:logging. and destruction::
of riparian zones must’be addressed

P,

Dams on the. malnstem should be removed to allow access by

P S Y

migratory fish. - R T S S Lnoltron

Farmers and ranchers must. be encouragedHfo accebt the idea that
minimum environmental and habitat standards must be established in

the rxver.

Local residents preferred aCEess rather than construction of a
hatchery in 1918 when COPCO Dam was constructed.

The Klamath County Commissioners said "no" to the upper basin
amendment. :

Predator control should be considered as a means to protect salmon
stocks. :

The upper basin amendﬁent will break the Klamath River Compact and.

will result in a large scale private property suit.

The upper basin amendment and long range plan are biased and
unscientific. .

The upper basin amendment may prov1de an opportunity to change
laws such as the Klamath Compact.

Ecosystem restoration must be considered, not restoration of part
of the river basin.




‘wish list of restoration strateg1es, with no funding committed.

Other public landholders such as the US Forest Service, USFWS, and
Bureau of Land Management must also be represented on the Task
Force. I don't see accountability here.

The Klamatn Falls area generated $205 million in agricultural
related income in 1991, a normal water year.

Local customs and culture must be protected.

Many more marshes exist now than at the turn of the century
because of increased Upper Klamath Lake levels and dike systems.

Large bird population contr1butes to the overall nutrient 1evels
of Upper Klamath Lake.

The Klamath Act has nothing to do with upper basin issues.
Impacts of ocean rearing conditions must be studied.

Public land acquisition is not supported by upper Klamath Basxn
residents.

Some of its contents of the Ecosystem Restoration Plan shbuld be
included in the upper basin amendment document.

The desire to reduce pub11c spending’ shouldn t be considered an
issue. An example is the recent willingness to spend $14 million

“on the Salt Caves proposal

The Task Force should cons1der the document tltled "2002." 1It's a

Unless salmon are restored -fo- Oregon, Cal;fornxa -can pay . for 1tﬂ_

et = -

America is not 901ng to perm1t the salmon to dxe wzthout putt1ng
forth some sort of a- mass1ve effort — .

S - ool Tom e e =

Any water that flows downstream above that whlch is needed g e T T
wasted. - R e o

The Task Force is out of place by telling the local residents
what's best for the local environment.

The ecosystem approach is the only way aquatic resource
restoration efforts will succeed.

The upper Klamath Basin amendment is a good first step but is not
enough.

Adequate flows must be provided for downstream fish needs.
Minimum flows must be allowed in the mainstem Klamath River.

The Task Force should be up-front and honest when discussing the
real "cost" of ecosystem restoration. This restoration can be
accomplished with minimum cost, but there's no such thing as a
free ride. Everyone will have to pay.

We must cooperate in getting additional funding for this
restoration program.

The Ecosystem- Restoration Plan is not adequate for an anadromous
fish restoration plan.




Before the Task Force endorses offsite storage construction, you

o
should document at least one example of water impoundments
improving environmental conditions resulting in increased fish
production.

o Problems downstream are not "their" problems but "our” problems.

Chairman Shake was asked to publicly denounce a Congressional testimony given
by Mr. Patrick Higgins. Shake indicated that Mr. Higgins was hired as a
consultant to assist in the development of the long range plan document, and
that he does not speak for the Task Force. His response to this request was
that he would ask staff to provide copies of Mr. Higgins' statement to Task
Force members. He offered to put discussion of thxs statement on a future

Task Force agenda.
%% pAction **%

Place discussion of Mr. Higgins' letter to Congressman Studds on the agenda
for a future Task Porce meeting. 5

March 31, 1993 anm.

Shake called the meeting to order. Harvey Reading sat in for Forrest
Reynolds. Shake suggested adding an agenda item between items 18 and 19, to
hold a discussion of how to handle the written and oral comments received on.

the upper basin amendment document. ij$¢wa

Stokely asked to include discussion of Executive Order 12838, which is to
reduce the number of federal advisory committees. -

Agenda ijitem 12: Update _on 1nstream flow proposal by Dept. of Interlor _;:;‘““M

Iverson stated that the long range plan Chapter-z calls for ‘an- assessment of -

instream flow needs for all salmon and steelhead stocks affected by Iron Gate =~ -
- Dam. I

He stated that the Secretary of Interior directed :the USFWS. and BOR 10;
pursue an instream flow study for the Klamath-River. The efforts_ to. date-by. -

these agencies was to develop a_proposal for a.scoping phase of the stggx,m__
Iverson reported that initial scoping session was held. The meeting was

- attended by representatives from key agencies, tribes, and local governments.

Iverson said that the meeting was conducted by the Sacramento USFWS office,
and that these flow study experts were waiting to hear from Interior about
continuing this effort. Iverson also said that another instream flow study
initiative being developed for the Klamath involves the Arcata USFWS office
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. He said they hope to do a study in the

lower Klamath River basin.

Rohde added that the Karuk Tribe attended and read a position statement which
expressed dismay that the Department of Interior was proceeding without

complete consultation with all of the players.

Forrest Reynolds indicated that the California Department of Fish and Game
{CDFG) is concerned that the Instream Flow Incremental Methodology (IFIM)
study technique was the only technique being considered. He suggested that
there are other techniques that would estimate the flow needs for migrating
fish. EReynolds said that IFIM works better for resident fish.
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Agenda item 13: Discussion of FY1994 RFP,

Bingham reported that this issue was discussed but not totally resolved at the
February Task Force meeting. He said that discussion at the February meeting
resulted in a proposal being made which allows the Technical Work Group to
assign 10 points for projects employing target groups.- The issue that was
left unresolved was whether to assign up to 10 points, or whether to allow
only 0 or 10 points. Bingham also said that discussion of this issue was put
on this meetxng s agenda because a couple of key people were not in attendance
at last month's meeting. Bingham noted that the Klamath Act requires giving
hiring preference to "target groups,” including Native Americans, fishermen,
and others impacted by the loss of Klamath River fisheries.

Orcutt said he supported assignment of either 0 or 10 points, and not the
slidlng scale. Rohde conveyed a message from Ronnie Pierce that she supported
assigning points on a sliding scale because that is how points are given for
all other ranklng crlterla. :

stcuss1on ensued about how proposers would be requxred to document that they
would employ, or were themselves, target group employees. Parrow said his
motion was originally intended to require documentation, but that this wording
wasn't included in the FY1994 Request For Proposals (RFP). Hillman asked for
clarification on why the motion was even made. It appeared to him that. this
action would almost eliminate the need for a budget committee, except for
reviewing funding levels in each restoration category. Bingham agreed that
the budget committee should continue to review the annual work plan as
proposed by the TWG. He stated that the issue before the Task Force was to
decide on how to apply points; slldlng scale or 10 poxnts only.

R

Agenda item714: Discussion on_changin the'c clical RFP fundin s stem.

Rohde said that Walt Lara's concern: is that-the. Task.Force -repeats-the. hurrled
RFP funding process each year without really identifying the immediate needs ~
of the basin. Rohde explained “that:the.Redwood-National Park.was..in a similar
situation until they had technical staff evaluate the needs and make specific
recommendations. He suggested that inability to fully fund the TWG prevents
the Task Force from having them do:the -same thlng for the Klamath Basin..

Bingham agreed with Rohde that more money is needed 1mmedlately, and suggested
that each Task Force member go to Congress for additional funding. He also
said that the TWG should still consider the process of subbasin planning and
local cooperation.

West said that the TWG would be willing te develop a more specific FY1995 RFP.

Agenda item 14: Public comment.

Principal comments made:

o The Task Force must keep all interested parties involved when

initiating and implementing an instream flow study.
(o} Education of fish and environmental issues must be unbiased.
o The findings from all comments on the upper basin amendment

document should be published and made available to the public.
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The Task Force should consider the issue of whether the Klamath
Tribe and agr;cu]ture workers in the upper basin would be
considered "target groups.

The Task Force discussed the issue of unbiased education on fisheries and
environmental issues. Brian Swagerty and Sue Maurer gave a presentation on
what the Siski¥ou office of Education is doing to dovetail their efforts with
the Task Force's to teach students about the value of fish and quality
habitat. Maurer said that they would be seeking funding from other funding
sources and that a letter of support from the Task Force would help. Shake

 said that he would ask KRPRO to draft a letter of support. Tracy Liskey

stated that the upper basin residents would like to review this educational
material. Shake told Mr. Liskey that KRFRO staff would send these educational

materials to him when they become available.
- Action **ax
KRFRO will draft a letter of support for use by Siskiyou County Office of

Education when seeking add1t10n31 funds to avgment their watershed restoration
educational materials. S _

*%% Action **#%

KRFRO will send draft watershed restoration curricula, as it becomes
available, to upper basin contacts to allow for 1nput from the upper basin

agricultural community.

ot

Agenda item 16: Action item on instreaﬁ:%lov study.

Orcutt said that the Hoopa Tribe wanted tbhremind the Department of Interior
of the trust responsibility to the tribes. Reynolds asked if the flow study -

was to be done under the auspices. of the Task. Force, or.if ik-was merely @ nE e

USFWS/BOR study. Iverson replied that he couldn't ‘answer  Reynolds'- question; -
but that the Secretary of Interior was prov1d1ng -the impetus-for.-the two. 3

Interior agencies to work togethér oii this.. Reynolds pointed- .out-that- the;,;. :

State of California has trust authority of ‘the fish: populations.--Shake._said -
that the Secretary of Interior responded to a letter from the Task Force, last
summer, and indicated that he would direct the two interior agencies to .-
initiate this instream flow study process. Shake also said that the decision
the Task Force needs to make is to continue or cease the scoping process..

*k%x Motion ***

(Bingham): I move that we have an additional scoping session to involve upper
Klamath Basin folks and other interested partles, Tribes, Oregon DWR, and

California DWR.

When asked who should hold these scoping sessions, Iverson said that trained
facilitators should conduct these scoping meetings. He said that USFWS staff
in Sacramento would be available for that work. Bingham-stated that he would
incorporate that into his motion -- staff will arrange for this scoping
meeting and will provide adequate notification that this will occur.

**x%x Motion carxried. **x%



Agenda item 17: Action item on target group/proposal ranking process.

*k%x Motion ***%

(Farro): I move that the TWG, within their proposal evalvation and ranking
process, assign up to the 10 points based on the documentation provided by a
proposal, on the compliance with Sec. 2-(3) of PL99-552 of their activities in’
the Program. This is identical to the motion made at the last Task Force
meeting.

(Wilkinson): Oregon abstains.

*x%* Motion carried. **%

Agenda item 18: Action item on how to change the cyclical RFP system.
*A% Motion **%

(Holder): I move that we ask the TWG to develop a prototype 1995 RFP which
identifies specific and high priority work needed for each subbasin, with

special attention given to involving existing planning groups such as the

CRMPs.

After some discussion on whether the TWG should write specific work plans for
each subbasin, Holder indicated that her motion was to identify types of work
and not specific projects. Bingham said that he understands what Walt wants,
but that there is not enough staff capability to have these needs identified
for each subbasin. Hillman said that he felt uncomfortable with the motion
until getting clarification from the Yurok Tribe on this issue.

West recommended that the TWG develop a prototype RFP in May, and present it

to the Task Force for evaluation/discussion in June. Reynolds said that would

be OK if the Task Force didn't have to_take action on it at that time.

A*%x Motion carried. *** (One abstention.,) .. .

= e R ST S R o - AT -Tmmeea Wl

Added agenda item: Discussion of how to Qrocess the comments recelved on the
upper basin_amendment document . ... e e e e e

Bingham suggested handling comments on the upper basin amendment by having a
subcommittee review the comments and develop a recommendation to the Task
Force. (The same process used to develop the long range plan.) All members
agreed that the upper basin constituency should meet with a Task Force
committee to consider the amendment document, comments, and other issues such
as Task Force. representation.

*%x% Motion *k#

(Bingham): I move that we form a committee of Task Force members to work on
re-drafting the upper Klamath Basin amendment by incorporating public comments
and information contained in the Ecosystem Restoration Plan. This is made
with the understanding that when the upper Klamath Basin folks and the Klamath
Tribe have reconciled their differences on the Ecosystem Restoration Plan, .
that three people from the upper Klamath Basin and three people from Task
Force will come back to the Task Force with a report of how to proceed with
implementation of the upper Klamath Basin amendment.

Shake asked for input from John Crawford and Craig Bienz before the Task Force
took action. Crawford replied that this was an acceptable approach as long as
other issues could be discussed, i.e. Task Force representation and the

Ecosystem Restoration Plan. Bienz agreed that this would be acceptable to the
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Klamath Tribe He asked who would be the third representative from the upper
basin constituency. After much discussion, the Task Force agreed that the
three representatives from the upper basin should be from the Klamath Tribe,

Klamath County, and Modoc County.

*2% Motion carried. #**%

Status of the Klamath River Information System. (Bill Kier)

Agenda item 21:

Bill Kier gave a status report on the Klamath Information System being
developed for the Task Force with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
funding. Kier said that the system will be designed to locate and store water
quality and biological data by indexed stream reaches. He said that this
system could be integrated into a Geographic Information System (GIS). "It's
an empowerment of the restoratxon program by making a link to the water
gquality programs of California." Kier estimated that the contract was about

25% completed.

Agenda item 19: Green Sturgeon proiject update,

Orcutt reported on the green sturgeon tagging/monitoring project being
implemented by the Hoopa Tribe. He said that tags have been purchased, and a

tagging protocol has been developed. The Boopa Fisheries Department has
worked out an agreement with the Yurok Tribe to get fish delivered by Yurok

fishermen. &

Agenda ‘item 20: Update on hatchery/wild stock review.-(Reiholdgl

Reynolds suggested reporting on agenda items 20 and 25 siﬁultaneously. He

said that one of the issues has to do with the effects of artificial
production on natural stocks. He said that ‘the Department has asked for
parties interested in this evaluation effort to get involved. . He asked Harvey

Reading to give a report on the.hatchery review team findings. . Reynolds said = i
that the report is.in draft, and-comments - from the TaskmForce would -be -~ zmT LT

accepted until approxlmately May 1 o L

Harvey Reading reported that the hatchery operat1ons of Iron Gate and Trinity
River Hatcheries were evaluated extensively. The report indicates that two .
primary issues were considered during this review: 1) potential competition *
between hatchery and natural fish, and 2) loss of genetic variability caused
by excessive hatchery production. Operations at Iron Gate and Trinity River
hatchery have changed as a result of this evaluvation effort. Reading
concluded by saying "we want to emphasize that we think it is unreasonable to
assume that populations can be maintained without use of hatcheries. The loss
of access to historic habitat requires that hatcheries be operated teo mitigate

-for this loss."

Agenda item 22: Report on the survey of all proijects funded to date. (Alccrgl

(Alcorn):IWe were asked to develop this report at your February meeting.' This
is an objective survey of each project funded to date with Federal restoration

program money. Each project is listed by restoration category, last name,
then by fiscal year. The Technical Work Group w111 have this 1nformat10n to

use while ranking project proposals in this year's process.
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Agenda item 23: USFS land management plans. ({(Holder)

I L )

Holder said that the Klamath National Forest (KNF) is close to having a draft
Land Management Plan (LMP) available for public review. She said that all
timber interests were participated in the multi-use planning efforts. Holder
said that the KNF has developed standards and guidelines on land management to
protect fisheries resources. Timber management will be significantly
different from the past. She said that clearcutting will be a thing of the
past, except in salvage harvests. Holder indicated that the draft LMP will be
published by May, 1993. At that point, a formal input process will be
initiated. The final process will take about 9 months for review. Holder
asked that briefings by KNF and the Six Rivers National Forest staff be put on
the next Task Force meeting agenda.

**% Action **%

Place on the June agenda, a briefing on the U.S. Forest Service's Six Rivers
and Klamath National Forest Land Management Plans.

Agenda item 24: Proposed 1994 activities by participants.

U.S. Department of Agriculture:

West said that this was not a good time of year to estimate how much money
would be allocated for the U.S. Forest Service's FY1994 fisheries budget. BHe
said the FY1994 budget was still unknown, but the proposed FY1994 fisheries
program budget is $2.075 million. We don't know if it will be funded in
entirety. If we meet our program goals, we'll have a better chance of getting
funding. Forests that don't meet commitments get punished the following
fiscal year. He said that the FY1994 budget proposal earmarks about $400,000
for spring chinook restoration work. West concluded by saylng "I don't know
what the end result will be." czoun Lo - iy S

i,

U.S. Department of Interior: j~

somrmzmA i

Shake said there is no reason to belleve that Kiamafh F1shery Restoration
funding would not be in the FY1994 budget for the USFWS: 'He ‘also - said-that . == ...
there may be some carryover money from '93 Jobs Bill funds. - Shake also. ... . -

described the efforts by the USFWS to establish an office in the Klamath Falls
area. He said that. the Klamath Falls office will be looking at the entire
Klamath ecosystem perspective.

Other work to be implemented in FY1994 by the Department of interior includes
many water quality and nutrient loading studies in the vicinity of Upper
Klamath Lake. Fisheries research by the Bureau of Reclamation and USFWS
includes toxicity tolerance and physical water quality tolerance testing on
juvenile endangered suckers. The Bureau of Land Hanagement is 1n1t1at1ng a
land swap in the Jenny Creek watershed and participating in a CRMP in the
Spencer Creek watershed (both tributaries to the Klamath River above Iron Gate
Dam).

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS):

McInnis agreed that this is not a good time to estimate budgets for activities
to be implemented in FY1994. He said that the activities that NMFS will be
involved with in the Klamath River basin are activities funded through CDFG
under Anadromous Fish Act funds. He said NMFS expects about $280,000 to be
available in FY1994. Most of it will go to mark and recapture of fall chinook
and to tagging IGH fall chinook. NMFS expects to continue staff support on
the KFMC and the PFMC tech teams, and will implement recommendations of PFMC
regarding ocean salmon management with cooperation from Oregon and California.
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NMFS is also committed to collecting information to reduce the impact of
bycatch on salmon populations. 1In addition to that, NMFS is involved with
States and the Coast Guard in enforcement of management regulations and the
high seas gillnet laws. If California coho stocks south of San Francisco are

listed, a shift of activities is expected.

Hoopa Valley Tribe:

Orcutt reported that the Tribe will corntinue to participate with KFMC, the
Klamath and Trinity Task Forces, and will assist in developing an .
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for implementing the CVP Improvement Act.
He said they will also follow the issue turning over CVP operational authority
to the State of California. The Tribe is working with the World wildlife
fund. The Tribe is developing an Integrated Resources Management plan for the
reservation. Biodiversity and economic sustainability are critical to

maintaining self sustainability.

Karuk Tribe:

Rohde reported that the Karuk Tribe is in it's 4th year of establishing a
department of natural resources. The Tribe will continue monitoring the
mainstem Klamath River. They will also work with CDFG and the USFS on
monitoring adult runs of fall chinook in leu of operating the Salmon River

weir.

CDFG: .

Reynolds reported that the Klamath Trinity project will continue in FY1994.
Funding may be reduced. The Department will also continue work on the . =
hatchery/natural stock interaction issve, and try to get a handle on salmonid
life history in the Klamath River estuary. Habitat restoration projects will
probably remain at the same funding level as last year.

Trinity County:
Stokely reported that the county would request a minimum Trinity Lake level

regime to allow economic stability in that area:::Instream “flow ‘réleases  ~ =~ "7

should total 340,000 acre-feet into the Trinity River, and may be as high as
355,000 acre-feet. The county will also work on the EIS for implementing the
Central Vvalley Project Improvement Act. The County Board of Supervisors will
consider the Trinity County Home Rule Coalition.

Stokely also described Executive Order 12838, a proposal to eliminate one
third of all Federal advisory committees, except those that are identified by
statute. Chip Bruss added that the Executive Order was signed Feb 10, 1993,
He said the order alsoc mandated that the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
look at this order to work up some detailed findings. These findings indicate
that over 1,100 committees exist, costing over $100 million per year. Bruss
said that the Bureau of Reclamation was asked to draft a justification for the
federal advisory committees operating in the Trinity Restoration Program.
Shake added that the USFWS received the same request for the Klamath River
advisory committees and USFWS's response recommendation is that the Task Force
and Klamath Fishery Management Council remain in effect.

Thackeray described the Home Rule Coalition as a concept of local governments
working with Federal and State agencies to achieve what ought to be done in
each county. Federal agencies are under no obligation to operate with
counties unless they have a comprehensive land management plan.
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Shasta Valley CRMP:

Bulfinch reported that the Shasta valley CRMP (SVCRMP) is progressing rapidly.
The CRMP proposed projects to fence 11 miles of stream, which are progressing
quicker than the CDFG can develop the contracts. The CRMP is also working on
1n1t1at1ng a pulsing flow to move smolts out of the Shasta River this spring.
They're also working on hav1ng a staggered ditch- opening at the start of the
irrigation season so the river won't go dry right away.

Siskiyou County Fish and Game Commission:

Bulfinch reported that the Siskiyou County Fish and Game Commission membership
has recently changed. About $2,000 was approved for a group wanting to plant
bitterroot brush in Modoc County. The Siskiyou Fish and Game Commission has
about $30,000. He said they have funds for small projects, and they need
people to put in project proposals.

Humboldt County:

Farro said that the issue of gravel extraction has heated up in Humboldt
County. He stated that this issue is more pertinent to the Eel and Mad
Rivers. The Humboldt County Fish and Game Commission is finding money
available because they no longer fund the operation of Prairie Creek Hatchery.
They are deciding how to spend this money.

Agenda item 26: Public comment.

No comment.

Shake appointed George Thackeray to chair the committee that will meet with
upper basin constituents to develop a recommendation for the Task Force on the
upper basin issues. Shake also appointed Keith Wilkinson and Mike Orcutt to
serve as representatives. He said that KRFRO staff will draft a letter to be
senit to the Klamath County Commissioners, Modoc County Board of Supervisors,
and the Klamath Tribe regarding this work a551gnment T

Shake also mentioned that the draft letter to be sent to the KFMC has been
passed out to each member. He asked for comments by April 1. :

Shake will carry it to the KFMC for its April 5 meeting.

Agenda item 27: Identify future agenda items.

Shake asked members to give their proposed agenda items to Ron.

Agenda item 28: Set meeting location for June meeting

The meeting will be held from 8: 00 am, June 15th to 12:00 noon, June 16th, in
Yreka, California.

Agenda item 29: Meeting date and location for fall, 1993 meeting.

The meeting will be held in Hoopa, California, on October 5-6, 1993.

Shake thanked staff for putting the meeting together and thanked the folks
from the Xlamath Falls area for attending the meeting.

Meeting adjourned.
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FINAL AGENDA FOR THE MEETING
OF THE
KLAMATH RIVER BASIN F1SHERIES TASK FORCE
KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON
MARCH 30-31, 1993

March 30, 1993

1:00

| 1:05

1:10

1:30

1:45

2:00

2:30

2:45

3:15

3:45

5:00

7:00

7:05

7:25

10:00

po

P

1. Call to order and adoption of agenda.
2. Introduction of Task Force members,

3. Explanation of background and purpose of this meeting. (Shake)

4, Adoption of minutes from the February 3-4, 1993, meeting,

5. Report on the Clinton Adsinistration Jobs Bill and hov {t may
relate to the Klamath Fishery Restoration Program. (Shake)

6. Briefing on Upper Klamath River Basin issues, lrrigators‘
perspective., (John Cravford)

-~ .

Break T STT

7. A report from Byreau of Reclamation - Xlamath Project on thelr
operating plan for 1993. (Mike Ryan) =~~~ "

8. Br!efing on Upper Klanmath River Basin issues, Klamath Tribe's
perspective, (Elwood Hillet) _

9. Public comment on preceding agenda items.
Adjourn for dinner,

Reconvene,

10. Explanation of background and purpoée of this méeting. (Shake)

11. Public comment on the upper basin amendment to the long range
plan for the Klamath River Basin Conservation Area Fishery
Restoration Program,

Adjourn weeting for the day.



March 31, 1993

8:00 an

8:05

8:20

8:48

9:15%
9:30

10:15

11:00
11:20

11:40

12:00

1:00 pm

1:15

Reconvene.

12. Update on the instream flow study propossl by the Department
of Interior, followed by Task Force discussion of scoping
fnvolvement. (Iverson)

13. Task Force reviev/discussfon of the FY1994 RFP with ewmphas{s
on resolving the target employment group incentive points
{ssue,

14. Task Force discussion of changing preseht.cyclical RFP system.
Specifically, discussion of what needs to be done and how the
USFWS should go sbout soliciting bids for work identified.

Break.

15, Pudblic comment.

16. Action: Task Force recommendation on level of involvement {n
the scoping phase of Interior’s instream flow study.

17. Action: Task Force recommendatfon on how to {ncorporate the
target employment group criterion into the project proposal
ranking process.

18. Action: Task Force recommendation on how to change the
cyclical RFP project selection process in order to fidentify
critical restoration needs end select projects to meet these
needs,

19. Update on green sturgeon study by Hoopa Valley Tribe, (Orcutt)

20. Update on hatchery/vild stock revievw committee. (Reynolds)

21, Update on Klamath River Information System. (Bill Kier)

Lunch

22. Evaluation report for all restoration projects funded by the
Task Force from FY1989 to date. (Alcorn)

23, U.S Forest Service will provide a briefing on the Klamath &nd

Six Rivers land management plans, if availadble. (Holder)




.Harc_h 31, 1993 - Continued

‘II" 1:45

3:00
3:15
3:30

4:30

5:00

24. Proposed 1994 activities working tovard achieving objectives
of the long range plean:

Break

U.S. Department of Agriculture. (Holder)

U.S. Department of Inferior. (Shake/Alcorn).

U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service. (McInnis)
Hoops Valley Tribe. (brcutt)

Xaruk Tribe. (Hillpan)

Yurok Tribe. (lLara)

California Department of Fish and Game. (Reynolds)

Others (Counties, commercial or sport fishing communities,
etc.)

25. Hatchery evaluation committee report. (Reynolds)

~

26. Public comment.

27. Recomrendations for future agenda {tems.

28. Set meeting location for June, 1993 meeting.

29. Set weeting dates and location for fall, 1993 meeting.

Adjourn meeting.
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TO:
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United States Department of the Interior AR\ S
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE B —

Klamath River Fishery Resource Office
P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, CA 96097-1006

April 26, 1993

Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force members

Project Leader, Klamath River FRO
Yreka, California

Minutes of the Klamath Task Force meeting, March 30-31, 1993 .

Attached, please find the complete minutes of the subject meetihg held in
Klamath Falls, Oregon. We will send a summarized version of these minutes to

you at a later date.

If you have questions or wish to revise these minutes, please contact us.

Attachment
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Ron Iverson
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Minutes of the
Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force
meeting, March 30-31, 1993
Klamath Falls, Oregon

Members Present: Kent Bulfinch, Mitch Farro, Leaf Hillman, Bill Shake, Nat
Bingham, Rod McInnis, Mike Orcutt, George Thackeray, Keith Wilkinson, Barbara
Holder, Forrest Reynolds, Tom Stokely, (Bob Rohde for Leaf Hillman)
Absentees: Walter Lara, Jr., Don DeVol

March 30, 1993

Agenda items 1, 2 and 3: Call to order and adoption of agenda, introductions,
introductory comments.

Bill Shake called the meeting to order at 1:00 pm. Welcomed all to meeting.
Gave a briefing for the purpose of the meet1ng, emphasizing that the upper
basin plan amendment document was out for review and that the Task Force would

be taking public comments later in the evening.

Orcutt asked to include discussion of the salmon seasoné.

Motion to adopt the agenda (Attachment 1) carried.

Agenda 1tem 4: Adoption of minutes from February 3-4 1993, meeting.

Motion to approve minutes of the February meeting carried.

Agenda 1tem 5: Report on Clinton Administration Jobs Bill,

{Shake): The House of Representatlves has passed the bill and it is now 1n the
Senate for consideration. I can't speculate on what Congress will do. 1I'll
give you some totals on what U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Region 1 has
submitted. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) was given a target of
$93 million which was later cut to $87 million. The western Region would get
about $26 million out of that total. Approximately $4.5 million would go to
fisheries programs. The programs in the State of Washington would receive
$1,067,000, programs in Oregon will receive $404,000, and programs in
California would receive $2.7 million. Some of the funds will be used in the
Klamath Basin. We were asked to identify projects in the Klamath Basin. One
project identified is the instream flow study. I'd like the Task Force to
have the opportunity to review these costs and projects. Given the short time
frame we had to operate in, we used the long range plan to identify projects.

(Holder): The U.S. Forest Service was given about 24 hours to submit projects.
We submitted proposals for $600,000 in ecosystem restoration work. These are
solid projects that tie in well with the. long range plan. Many are on the
Salmon River district. Numerous others were submitted, but are not directly
tied to fisheries restoratlon We're finding that w1th1n the short time
frame, some projects don't have NEPA documents, or proper engineering.

Q: Bill, how do you see the Task Force project selection process being
integrated into this project identification and selection process?

{Shake): It would be difficult to do. One incentive of the Jobs Bill program

is to get the money obligated and 50% spent by the end of Fiscal Year 1993.
The USFWS and the Task Force is going to have to be flexible in how we review
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these projects and how we provide input. As soon as we get firm targets we
can send out more specific project proposals for review by Task Force members.
The Task Force may have time to review and provide input. It might be done by
conference call.

(Bingham): We already have a list of FY1993 project proposals that have been
ranked. This may provide some guidance as to what will be considered high
priority.

(Iverson): We submitted about 5 items in a 45 minute turnaround time. I'm not
sure you'll find any of these projects specifically identified on our FY1993
work plan. But generically, in the jobs bill categories, you'll be able to
find some that fit. : :

Q: Is there a match requifed for these Jobs Bill funds?

{Shake): No, these are separately appropriated funds.

(Holder): It would be helpful to get all other proposals identified by other
agencies.

(Shake): Hearing agreement to this proposal, I'll ask staff to contact all
other agencies with the objective of compiling a list of Klamath Basin
projects proposed for Jobs Bill funding.

*%%x Action **%

KRFRO will compile a list of Jobs Bill pioject proposals by all agencies.'
This list will be sent to Task Force members prior to the June meeting.

(Reynolds):'The State Water Rescurces Control Board will be asked to help the
Environmental P;otection Agency (EPA) on this bill.

Q: Were your directions to identify a certain number of projects, or were you
to identify projects totalling a certain amount?

(Shake): We were given a target funding figure of $.5 million. We called all

field offices and the list of projects and total funding requests what they
produced.

Agenda item 6: Upper Klamath Basin issues (J. Crawford).

{Dave Vogel): I'm going to give a brief overview of the Initial Ecosystem
Restoration Plan for the Upper Klamath River Basin. This plan focuses mostly
on recovery of the suckers. It is a radical departure from past approaches;
it focuses on problems solutions, not just the problems. The plan is intended
to serve as a catalyst to develop a comprehensive recovery plan. It doesn't
focus on single resource issues. It focuses on restoration of the whole
ecosystem. It is also meant to assist the USFWS in development and
implementation of their recovery plan. A concern that resource users have is
that if everyone relies on the traditional recovery approach, it will probably
fail. Some problems with the recovery plans developed in accordance with the
Endangered Species Act: 1) not effective in resolving overall resource issues,
2) rarely allow for multi-species and ecosystem restoration, 3) do not allow
trade-offs between species, 4) not developed until too late. Many efforts in
upper Klamath Basin have focused on identifying the primary limiting factor,
which is referred to as the "bottleneck." This plan advocates identifying
other factors affecting the populations; working on multiple hypotheses.
Things in common between the upper and lower basins are river flow (gquantity
and timing) and water quality (temperature, chemical). Regarding water
quality, research scientists have to identify levels of toxicity, life stage
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proportion of population present, and duration of exposure to
determine severity of impacts. Once that is accomplished the resource
scientist has to quantify the risk to a population. Regarding wetlands
issues, fish habitat, water quality, water storage, waterfowl/wildlife habitat
are all suggested benefits. All of these benefits are thought to result from
wetlands restoration. The Water Users Protective Association recommends pilot
wetlands restoration projects in upper Klamath Lake and other areas. Offsite
storage development may provide additional benefits. Water temperature might
be reduced in the downstream reaches by cold water releases from such sites.
The plan also advocates improved resource management through CRMPs, riparian
habitat restoration, integrated and improved water ut111zat10n, water
conservation measures, and water storage. .

present,

Q: Who prepared the plan and who paid for it?

(Vogel): I provide technical assistance, but the Protective'Association paid
for it and prepared it.

Q: How iarge of a storage facility is recommended?

(Vogel): About 180-200,000 acre feet. The plan has been endorsed by local
folks, but the Klamath Tribe presented some comments of d1sagreement We're

looking for other input on this plan.

(John Crawford): The first thing I'd like to do is refer to a report titled
"Fish and Environmental Restoration Activities to be Implemented by Interior
Agencies in Klamath River Basin." Specifically objective 7, which says that
Interior is to provide effective administration of effective restoration
efforts. The Water Users Protective Association's plan has been provided in
leu of something to be developed later by the USFWS. Presently, there is no
recovery team, plan, or anything working to help the resource. You folks have
an opportunity to utilize the Ecosystem Plan in place of something coming from
the USFWS. 1Is the upper Klamath Basin amendment a done-deal? I refer to the
restoration program report for FY92 section 7.7 which implies that this upper
basin amendment is already accepted before all comments are received. We're
all asking the question "Why are we here if a deal has already been cut?" The
upper Klamath Basin amendment does not address water quantity solutions except
to infer the removal of the amount necessary for restoration of downriver
stocks. There was a commitment by the Task Force at the February meeting, to
include Mr. Vogel in the instream flow study. He has not been contacted. The
Upper Basin Amendment infers that water guality problems exist in the straits
drain, and indicates that agriculture contributes temperature loading. Water
was cooler in the Keno reach than in the downstreanm areas. You asked me to
talk about the irrigator's perspective. Their perspective is that the long
range plan calls for a systematic dismantling of the Klamath River Compact.
The Compact allowed for additional releases last year. If all of the water
being released recently over Iron Gate Dam (IGD), that exceeds the minimum
FERC flow requirements was saved, it would supply water for 70,000 acres land
for one year. It would produce an additional 278 cfs at IGD for an entire
year's time. Regarding equity of representation, 65% of the watershed cannot
be adequately represented by two members, which will be added if the amendment
is adopted.

The consensus decision making process is difficult, as identified in your 3-

chairs meeting. Can the Task Force change it? We rnieed to know that before we
continue. Irrigators are concerned with restoring the endangered suckers.
must have the ability to provide additional, clean water to irrigators and

downstream releases. _
{Shake): The Klamath Act has established the membership to the Task Force.
There is signed legislation that, in the event of adoption, two new members
will be appointed.

We



(Crawford): After appointment of these two representatives, the Task Force
could decide to change to majority vote.

(Iverson): The 1988 amendment to the Klamath Act allows for the Task Force to
establish it's decision making process.

(Shake): I can assure you that this Task Force wouldn't decide to change the
consensus process. The position of everyone around this table is to operate
by consensus.

(Shake): 1'll try to address your other questions. Is the amendment a done
deal? At our November, 1992 meeting held in Yreka, a number of folks in this
room addressed the Task Force with their concerns. At that time we determined
to delay the amendment process to allow more comments on the document. We
came here in January 1993 to hold a public meeting to hear comments. We'll
take comments tonight as well. The plan that you presented to us is valuable
information to consider in this process. No, it is not a done deal. We
respect your concerns and your interests, and that's why we're here.

(Wilkinson): Other communities on the coast are also pressing for more
representation. The legislators were determined to keep representation
adequate and at the same time to keep it manageable.

(Shake): Another question that you raised was the issue of dismantling the
Klamath Compact. That was not our purpose. We simply began to view the
Klamath River system as an ecosystem; one that does not originate at Iron Gate
Dam. We felt like we needed to raise the issues impacting the ecosystem to
that point. ' In raising them, it was not our intent to prescribe what folks in-
the upper basin had .to do. There are actions contained in your own
restoration plan that you are free to implement. The Klamath Task Force does
not have authority to tell you what to do. We only encourage other interested
entities to work toward restoration. I don't see a lot of difference in what
we've said and what you've said on these issues. This is not a "water grab."
It is an approach to develop awareness of the ecosystem, and work toward
recovery.

(Wilkinson): We've been asked to incorporate the Water Users Protective
Association plan into our own. When differences are reconciled between the
Klamath Tribe and the Association on this plan, we should look into
incorporating this document into our own plan.

(Rohde): They recommended replacing the upper basin amendment document with
their ecosystem restoration plan.

End of discussion.
(Shake): We have received a request from Congressman Bob Smith's

representative to provide testimony today in lieu of tonight's meeting. With
Task Force OK, we'll hear this at the end of the afternoon session.

Agenda_item 7: Bureau of Reclamation -- Report on 1993 operating plan.
(Jim Bryant, Bureau of Reclamation)

(Bryant): We've had an above average year for precipitation and runoff.
Precipitation was well above average. We were unsure on how the dry watershed
would store water. Re?ard1ng Upper Klamath Lake, we estimate March inflow at
293,000 acre-feet. We're looking at 120% of normal inflow. We anticipate
enough water for Class A, B, and C users this year. We shouldn't have any
trouble meeting lake elevation levels as identified in the USFWS biological
opinion for protecting the endangered suckers. Lake levels should also be met
this fall and next spring as well.




Q: When is the water year?

(Bryant): Our irrigation season is an ongoing thing, with some contracts
calling for water beginning in October and ending in April each year. Other
contracts call for a summer irrigation season.

Q: Has the Bureau of Reclamation determined that the drought is over?

(Bryant): We've turned the operat1on of the reservoir system back to Pacific
Power & Light Company.

(Rohde): Now, what will happen next is that PP&L will enter an amendment
process to alter the language in the FERC permit,

Agenda item 8: Upper Klamath Basin issues (Elwood Miller).

(Miller): The Klamath Tribe is here because we share the responsibility to
manage the watershed. The Klamath Tribe is concerned that all interests are
not yet willing to meet to resolve these issues. The Klamath Compact and this
Task Force have the potential to manage and restore the ecosystem. The
decision to participate on this Task Force is not an easy one because of the
sovereignty of our tribe. The Water User's plan deserves adequate
consideration and some ideas should be considered. Regarding the equity of
representation, in the Klamath Tribe, there are many bands represented, but
the collective tribe (2,800 people) are to be represented by one. It doesn't
take a great number of people to speak the same thing. We support the Task
Force and the water users that are willing to work to. resolve these problems.
The time is now for all of us to work together. We hope that you are serious.

Agenda item 9: Public Comment.

(Shake): This is a good tihe for Leigh Johnson to give comments from
Congressman Bob Smith.

(Johnson): I appreciate the opportunity to say a few words. 1It's no secret to
any of you when a government agency gets involved in natural resource issues
residents of the upper Klamath Basin get concerned. I'm more comfortable now
after hearing the comments from this group, and especially about the consensus
decision making process. 1It's the preference of the people of the upper
Klamath Basin to look at their plan. 1I've never heard them say that they
didn't want to be a part of the solution. Regarding offstream storage, I
think that if we could collectively work on a plan for offsite storage, there
may be local money available to help with this issue. If we can get our hands
on local funding, we can develop a plan to go to Congress to get additional
funding. These upper Klamath Basin folks will commit to being involved in

your restoration program. Thank you.

(Bingham): 1'd like to thank the Congressman for proposing additional
nmembership to this body, and we’ll welcome them on board.

(Shake): (Addre551ng the audience) If you plan on atteﬁdxng the 7:00 pm
session, I'd ask you to hold those comments until that time, and address only
the agenda items prev1ously discussed.

No further comment.



Additional Agenda item: discussion of salmon season.

(Orcutt): I wanted to highlight a couple of things that have been going on
with specific reference to the Klamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC) and
the Pacific Fisheries Management Council (PFMC). Last year when escapement of
1992 natural fall chinook was projected to be well under the 35,000 floor, the
PFMC adopted regulations which resulted in an escapement of 11 000 natural '
spawners. 1In April, 1992, this Task Force could not support conservat1on
because it considers itself responsible only for habitat restoration. With
that in mind, it leads us into the '93 season. We have an ocean population
projection that suggests a rebound in the resource. The Hoopa Tribe has
developed a position statement which will, in light of the perceived projected
abundance, propose to increase the natural spawner floor by 20,000. On April
12, the PFMC will adopt a final harvest recommendation. Three harvest rate
options were presented this year for public comment, but these did not include
our suggestion. The Tribe is still pursuing the issue because we believe
conservation should be high priority. We presented this position. to Secretary
of Interior Mr. Babbitt. I believe this Task Force should make some :
recommendation. : '

(Shake): As a follow up, the Hoopa Tribe's harvest recommendation surfaced at
the KFMC meeting. It did not pass out of the KFMC, which has the
responsibility of making management recqmmendations to the PFMC. The KFMC
felt that the technical team should review it. If the PFMC were to deviate
from the fisheries management plan, it would requxre an emergency review
process. At least from one perspective, you've stimulated review to see if it
merits inclusion into the fisheries management plan.

{Stokely): The Trinity River Technical Coordinating Committee supported the
Hoopa Tribe's position. A letter of support was sent to Roger Patterson,

Chair of the Trinity River Task Force.

(Rohde): The Raruk Tribe concurs with the Hoopa Tribe's position. .
Q: Is this being proposed for this year only or as permanent change to basin

escapement policy?

(Orcutt): wWe've focused this recommendation on the '93 escapement.

(Bingham): This issue has been discussed by the Pacific Coast Federated
Fisherman's Association (PCFFA) and the troll industry. The position is that
if the industry were healthy at this po1nt, we might be in a position to
consider and support the position. We've always been supportive of increasing
the fish populations. The fishing industry is in trouble now and may not
survive this level of harvest restriction. We'd like to support it but we
have to go fishing in order to survive economically.

Q: How many Klamath River fish were harvested in the '92 ocean fishzry?
(Orcutt): 1,300.

Q: How many were harvested by the tribes in the.inriver fisheries?
(Orcutt): Total harvest was 5,500 fish.

(Halstead): The total inriver harvest was about 6,000.

(Wilkinson): I raise this issue to be in the record that the total ocean

harvest was less than 1,400 Klamath River fish, and fewer are proposed for
next year.




(Shake): I don't want this discussion to get into a harvest issue discussion
here. There is another advisory committee that deals with this. There are
valid points and numbers on both sides. The point is that the salmon are in
bad shape, and escapement has not met minimum levels in three years.

(Farro): In 1983, a year of extreme El ano but a good preC1p1tatzon year,
there were only 30,000 natural fall chinook spawners. That spawning group
produced the record hlgh returns in the Klamath River.

Q: Is there anything out there in the ocean environment that concerns this
Task Force (other than in-river problems)?

{Shake): There are many problems in the river, not just agriculture. Ocean
conditions such as El1 Nino, pollution, and sea lion problems in some areas
impact fish. 1It's extremely complex and a single bottleneck approach is not
the answer. We have to take the holistic approach. We can't control drought,
but we can control recovery of habitat. We have to protect and restore
freshwater habitat so that it will support fish when they return. If we don't
address this issue, coast wide, we'll be managing endangered fish, and no one

will be fishing.

(McInnis): Other ocean fisheries are being regulated'in order to reduce their
impact on salmon.

*%x% Motion XA%

(Orcutt): I move that the Task Force support an escapement of 55,000 natural
spawners and forward this recommendation to the Pacific Fishery Management

Council.
(Stokely): Second.

(McInnis): The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) must support the
existing escapement goal of 35,000 natural spawners. Until this new floor
level has gone through the review process, we will support the goal contained
in the fisheries plans. NMFS cannot support other motions that would result

in less than 35,000 escapement.

(Shake): The motion is out of order because the Task Force's responsibility is
restoration, not harvest management. If we try to make harvest
recommendations to PFMC, we've circunvented the intentions of the Act and the
" KFMC. So, I'm not going to call the question. It is within our purview to
prepare a letter to KFMC and PFMC expre551ng our concern that: 1) the floor
hasn't been met for three years, 2) there's a significant effort to restore
habitat for those stocks in the basin, and 3) we strongly recommend that they

not fish into the floor.
kk* Motion **% .

(Bingham): I move to send a letter to KFMC asking that escapement of 35,000
natural spawners be supported.

Motion carried. (One abstention).
*kk Action.***

Staff will prepare a letter for Task Force Chair's signature, to be hand
carried to the Klamath Fishery Management Council meeting next week.

Meeting adjourned for the afternoon.



March 30, 1993 (Evening Session)

Bill Shake welcomed everyone to the meeting. He introduced himself and asked
all Task Force members to do so.

(Shake): To provide some background, in 1990 as we completed the long range
fishery restoration plan for the Klamath River, it became apparent that we
should consider the entire Klamath watershed, rather than just the portion of
the river below Iron Gate Dam. Sufficient quantity and gquality of water are
primary issues affecting anadromous fish restoration. The Task Force approved
the long range plan and agreed at that time to begin a formal amendment
process. We wanted to include a section of the plan that focused on issues
impacting the upper basin. 1In June 1990 the Task Force decided to proceed
with the amendment process. In August 1990 the contractor, William Kier
Associates, held a public hearing in Klamath Falls. The first draft of the
upper basin document was completed in January, 1991. After considerable
discussion and revision it went out for public comment. 1In fall 1992 the Task
Force decided to open the comment period once again. The formal comment
period opened last month, and will close next month on April 16th. We held a
public workshop here in January of this year. The Task Force wanted to have
an opportunity to come to Klamath Falls and hear your comments and concerns.

(Orcutt): wWhen this Task Force originally decided to develop the upper Klamath
Basin amendment we supported the idea of reintroducing anadromous fish back to
this area. At that time we supported the Klamath Tribe's intentions to do
this, and I think this should still be considered.

{Shake): I'1ll also add that we had a Task Force meeting this afternoon and
heard presentations by local water users, the Klamath Tribe, Congressman Bob
Smith's staff, and BOR gave an overview of the 1993 water year. We were asked
if the upper basin amendment is a "done deal."” The answer is no. We'll take
your comments seriously. We want to work with you to restore habitat.

Public Comment:

(Joseph Riker): City of Klamath Falls. (Handed out copies of his statement.
Attachment 2.)

(Riker): My background is in natural resocurces management. I'm here to :
welcome you to Klamath Falls. We're pleased that you're here. The problems
identified by the Task Force have been here since the formation of the system.
The hypereutrophic nature of the lake has always existed. The shallow depth
of lake and low flow rates from Upper Klamath Lake to Keno are causes for high
water temperatures. Water temperatures are higher downstream from Keno than
in the Klamath straits drain area. Upper Klamath Basin waters are nutrient
rich. High temperatures and low dissolved oxygen concentration were present
before caucasian settlement. Local waters are noted as being high in
nutrients, arsenic, and Ph. Early studies indicated that the largest BOD
(Biological Oxygen Demand) loadings came from the natural aquatic life in
Upper Klamath Lake. The highest loadings occur at the head of Link River
which is above domestic and industrial waste discharge areas. All of the man
made BOD loadings are insignificant compared to natural loadings. There is a
complete recovery of dissolved oxygen levels by the time the water reaches the
Big Bend powerhouse. Existing waste water discharge requirements for the
Klamath Falls waste discharge plant are more purified than local waters. What
does the Task Force propose to do about natural nutrient loads in upper
Klamath Basin waters? Your amendment document cites personal communications
with John Fortune that there is a "blue ribbon" fishery at the same time as it
asserts that water quality is impairing recovery. I submit to you that the
upper Klamath Basin amendment is incomplete, and that the Water Users




Protective Association Ecosystem Recovery Plan opens the door to new ways in
looking at ecosystem restoration. Tonight we urge you to consider this plan.

(Michael Hartfield): Consultant to Klamath Falls for the Salt Caves project.:
I heard at today's meeting that there is a willingness to work together to
achieve solutions. We've studied this watershed extensively in the Salt Caves
project. Reading Section 2.0 from the No Dam Alternative document "water is

-actually cooler coming from the irrigation project than it is in the lake."

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) believes the trout in Upper
Klamath Lake are a special stock adapted to higher water temperatures.

Q: What was the time frame for temperatures you .cited?

(Hartfield): I believe it was March through September. The complete details
are in the document.

(Don Zupan) Oregon Trout: My concerns are only for fish, I don't make my .
living fishing or farming. I'm only interested in fish. I doubt that the
locally adapted trout would suffer if water were cooler. Anything we can do
to improve water quality in the Klamath River would benefit salmonid species
and suckers. I hope allowances will be made for waterfowl refuges. 1I believe
a solution can be reached, and trust that your objectivity will ensure that.

(James Flowers): I believe that the Ecosystem Plan provides a better solution
to making the water better. Even though I'm a farmer, I've spent a large part
of my time making things better for wildlife. We could solve this with a few
things such as extra storage. Two to Three hundred thousand acre-feet would
be enough water to provide adequate releases down river. We want to restore
the salmon to the upper river. The Ecosystem Plan recommends that the Running
Y Ranch be developed for offsite storage. You should consider ‘that you won't
gain more water if you stop the farming. Water quality is not something that
we caused. Prior to 1945 there never was a drop of water released. The Water
Users Protective Association is saying that we could purchase a offstream cite
for $10 million. This would improve conditions. We must use this opportunity
to work together. : ‘

(Rick Bastach), Oregon Department of Water Resources (ODWR): The State of
Oregon assigns a high priority to review and consideration of the upper basin
amendment document. ODWR was asked to develop a compiled response from
various State agencies. There are a number of things that are pleasing about
the upper Klamath Basin amendment. We see it as a piece of a larger picture.

‘"We appreciate the basin-wide approcach. This is a positively framed document.

Much information is contained in it. Something we especially like from the
long range plan is the concept of communication. We're so taken with the
principles of coordination, we think that it should be a separate section in
the upper Klamath Basin document. We think coordination with the State of
Oregon is also necessary. We hope that there will be a commitment to consider
upper basin projects for funding. In the long range plan there are areas that
are understandably a California monclogue. But, we think the state of Oregon
should be adequately considered. There are many references to "State"” rules,
regulations, and laws, and we hope that there will be an opportunity to adjust
the long range plan. The ultimate test of coordination would be for the Task
Force to demonstrate how this recovery plan relates to other decision making
bodies and plans (i.e. the Klamath Compact, the Ecosystem Restoration Plan by
the Water Users Protective Association, the USFWS Sucker Recovery Plan). The
opening of the Klamath Falls ecosystem restoration office by USFWS may be a
way to implement better coordination.

(Thackeray): You want to coordinate in the entire project. Are you also
willing to put up money, as a State? .
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(Bastach): I think Oregon would be interested in putting up funding. The
State is looking at how to develop a position in that USFWS Ecosystem Office.
The State hasn't been tracking this issue, and we're still on the steep
learning curve.

(Reynolds): I appreciate your comments. The State of California attempts to
keep up with the match-funding requirement. In our support of the upper
Klamath Basin amendment, we believe a great deal of coordination and research
would be necessary in developing a document for the upper basin. The long
range plan was written addressing issues in the lower basin.

(Mark Gafny): I'm speaking for myself tonight however in past 3 years I've
worked with the U.S. Forest Service and Audubon Society mapping o0ld growth
forests in Winema National Forest. 1It's not surprising that water guality
issues are a problem. We must better manage our forests. I trust that the
final decisions will be made on the best available science. 1Impacts are not
just from logging. There are severe impacts in riparian zones. These areas
are critical for storing water, and I urge landowners to be aware of the
problems with impacts to riparian zones. I support removal of dams to restore
anadromous fish to historic areas, and support improving marshes to improve
water quality. I urge the farmers and ranchers to accept the basin idea that
minimum standards must be established in the river.

(Louis Ferber): I've lived on the Klamath River for 70 years. I'm a rancher
and an irrigator. I hear a lot of talk about restoring marshlands around the
lake and river. Water level in Upper Klamath Lake used to rise in spring, but
when Link River Dam was built the lake became a reservoir. Some early day
cattle ranches were flooded out. As water used to recede, ranchers would farm
sugar grass in meadows behind receding waters. Wwhen talking about restoration
of marshlands, there weren't marshes originally. When talking about the lower
reach near Keno, the high water in spring filled the lake, and held up at the
reef at Keno and backed into lower Klamath Lake, which was connected by the
straits. Steamboats used to travel the straits. There was a tremendous
reservoir in Lower Klamath Lake. Water came up and gradually went back down.
When the U.S. Government took over, drained Lower Klamath Lake and built Link
River and Keno Dams, it changed the whole system. 1In 1918, COPCO completed .
the first dam on the Klamath River, shutting off salmon and steelhead runs to
the upper basin. We had 3,000 signatures from this area petitioning to keep
the salmon and steelhead access open to this area. Dam passage should still
be considered. In reading your membership list, I have grave concerns. Who
represents Klamath county and farmers and ranchers? I recommend that you drop
the upper Klamath Basin amendment, and allow us to proceed with the Ecosystem
Recovery Plan. '

(Wilma Heiney): Vice President of Women for Agriculture. At the meeting you
held on the 25th of January, 1993, the Klamath County Commissioners said "no"
to your upper Klamath Basin amendment. They asked if this upper Klamath Basin
amendment breaks the Compact and you said "no." They said they have to
support the local interests. That evening you reported that they were
"frustrated" and didn't tell the audience that the Commissioners said "no."
It is my hope that the Federal Government will cancel this Task Force
altogether. The two States are having financial difficulty. Your plan will
not recover the populations because 88% of death rate is caused by the
predators. This amendment will break the Klamath River Compact and will
result in a large scale private property suit. Your final draft of the long
range plan and draft of the upper Klamath Basin plan is biased and
unscientific and considered unconstitutional by me.

(Jean Elznor): Klamath County Commissioner. I am here to read the testimony
of Nel Kuonen (Attachment 3). She cannot support the upper Klamath Basin
amendment because it contradicts the Klamath Compact. Additional water
storage should be considered by all involved.
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{Chuck Wells): We have a history in the West of trying to achieve prosperity
at someone else's expense. This situation may provide an opportunity to
change laws such as the Klamath Compact. You must consider the process by
which you will address this restoration program. You can't deal with an
ecosystem in parts. Regarding membership, the U.S. Forest Service, USFWS, and
Bureau of Land Management must also be represented. I don't see
accountability here. You now have our attention and I request that you have
another workshop to address the question of the restoration process. The real
issue is we need to get everybody involved, then determine how we'll restore
this watershed. There are too many of us putting a demand on this watershed.
There must be some way of saying no more lands can be converted to farm use.
We have water rights problems and should assess whether the system is really
working. . '

(James R. Ottoman): I've been here for 68 years. My grandparents were here
since 1909 because the Federal Government said they wanted to settle the West.
I think your draft is a little bit biased. Your document said that this area
received an annual average of 22" of rainfall. From 1960 to 1990, the actual
average is 12.6 inches. Your figures are wrong. Bill Shake said everybody
always points a finger at sea lions. A newspaper article that I have
indicates that Norwegians will control seal lion populations to protect fish
populations. Irrigators allowed additional water releases last year to flush
fish. Do you know where these fish go? It would be well advised to study the
ocean for impacts. We know the value of water and have developed a complete
ecosystem of water delivery. This area generated $205 million in agricultural
related income in 1991, a normal water year. Until 1992 figures are in we
don't know what the economic impact of the drought was to this area. 1In 1969,
a California report indicated less than 1/3 of water runoff was used in the
upper basin. Let's consider water storage to provide water when we need it.
We need your political help in getting something done up here. The Ecosystem
Restoration Plan proposes some solutions. '

(Tracy Liskey): Rancher, 3rd generation in the basin. We've dealt with the
Federal Government and have been run-over in the past. A group in this
community put together a petition to protect our local economic stability and
protect our local customs and culture. We formed a Task Force of which I'm
president. We assisted in development of the Ecosystem Restoration Plan,
which states that we're willing to work with groups from the start. We like
to coordinate with agencies and like to get things done. There's a lot of
people in government that know books. We feel the Ecosystem Plan is good and
we've endorsed it as a restoration strategy. We would ask that you adopt our
plan. We gave up water last year to allow releases downstream. We're
sympathetic with the fishing industry. If you adopt our Ecosystem Restoration
Plan you are working with us from the start. You can satisfy our County
government and local interests by doing this. We need your help to get things
one. : .

(Bulfinch): Regarding this Ecosystem Restoration Plan, there are a lot of

actions recommended and few would be objected to by this Task Force. What
a%?nctes would you expect to take the lead in developing this restoration

effort?

(Liskey): Much would occur through local community work and would be
implemented by local folks. Many projects are by volunteer effort.

(Dave Solemn): Thank you for coming up here to hear us. I've heard on several
occasions how this amendment is going to work and how it fits into the plan.

I have some of the same comments that Rick Bastach had. When, or if, it's
adopted there are some issues that must be clarified. For example you use the
phrase "optimum" and suggests that, by year 2000 the you would reauthorize
water rights under the public trust doctrine. 1In a recent Herald and News
article, a USFWS employee stated that these recovery plans were written
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assuming unlimited funding and staffing. The amendment makes no policies for
stream passage above Iron Gate Dam, stream diversion, or storage.
Reintroduction of salmon is not recommended. The water delivery and use
issues are as complex in the upper Klamath Basin as are the needs and impacts
in the lower basin. A study by ODEQ identified impacted water systems in the
basin. This study shows that the system is complex and you can't focus on ocne
cause and solution. Water management issues are also very complex in the '
upper basin. Farmers are affected because of actions that were taken in 1992.
Marsh Restoration is mentioned several times in the upper Klamath Basin
amendment. Dr Gearhart indicated that marshes are temporary reservoirs of
nutrients. The question now is what can be done? We have the Ecosystem
Restoration Plan, water quality plans, Klamath Compact, and the sucker
recovery plan. Tonight I urge you to look at what has been done, and 1
believe we can all work together through avenues that are already in place at
less cost to the taxpayer. With input from everyone we'll get the job done.

(Francis Landrum): I'd like to point out some things regarding your upper
Klamath Basin amendment. One thing is the Klamath River Compact. Is there any-
one here that knows why the Compact was drawn? This was drafted in response
to a Southern California effort to divert all water to that location. I think
a plan can be drawn which considers higher priority consideration for fish
populations in the lower river. 1In 1910, two different survey parties
surveyed areas of upper Klamath Lake, with instructions to locate the original
mean high water marks at a meander corner. Once they found it they were to
establish contours from that point. This request was made by the US Bureau of
Reclamation. It wasn't higher than 4147.8 prior to when the reservoir dam was
constructed. Many more marshes exist now than at the turn of the century
because of increased lake levels and dike systems. When a river flows through
a marsh to a dying lake, it transports the decaying humate. When you put this
in a shallow lake, you produce lots of algae. Another thing to consider when
talking about a dirty lake, lots of birds will use it. All those birds
increase the productivity levels. Algae didn't bloom last year because the
Williamson River quit flowing earlier in the year. Not much humate got into
the river. This points are all missed by your amendment. Regarding
membership of this Task Force; in 1986 you put together your Klamath Act, at
that time you had 12 members. Since that time you've added two members for a
total of 14. You've had ample opportunity to increase representation. 1It's
necessary to have equal representation. All of the stuff in your original Act
was written for downstream issues. The original Act has nothing to do with
upper basin issues. I suggest hat you get all of the facts. Since 1960
consumptive water use in the upper basin doesn't hardly compare to what is
wasted downriver above the minimum FERC flows. With cooperation from this
community, storage would allow improved flows and improved irrigation
delivery. 1 feel strange standing in my own back yard discussing this with
you with no representation from this area.

(Orcutt): Your comment that water is "wasted" when it flows downriver is
partially the reason that we're in this position of having to restore fish
runs. Another thing, this Task Force has not spent a dime in this upper
basin, and the authority you assume it has does not exist.

(Landrum): I resent the statement that this philosophy has caused the
downriver problems. If the Tribes would check their history, they would find
that they were american citizens when the treaties were drafted, and are
therefore null and void. Check it out.

(Frank Goodson): 1I'm president of the Klamath Basin Waterfowl Association.

We are concerned -that your upper Klamath Basin amendment could lead to decline
of waterfowl habitat and hunting opportunity in the upper basin. I'm taken
back by the complete lack of discussion of waterfowl in the upper Klamath
Basin document. This area is the single most important migration area for the
Pacific Flyway. The Klamath River is not the most significant fish producing
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stream. (Mr. Goodson read a statement, Attachment 4.) We recommend that you
join us by leaving the water alone and help us to create additional offsite
storage.

{Rod Kucera): Klamath Co. Farm Bureau. For years our agricultural operations
have had no troubles. We've been proactive even before the drought. You've
seen the Ecosystem Restoration Plan and we support that plan. Some of the
things your plan considers are water guality and quantity. My thought is that
you will concern yourselves with quantity. You must consider deep water
storage in this area. This would meet all needs and enhance the economy.of
the entire basin. We're asking for you to work with us, and in doing so, drop
your amendment, and spend your time working with us on these storage projects.

(Farro): Regarding offsite storage, most of the system is relatively flat.
You'd have to pump water, and that would expend more energy to pump than you'd
generate getting it back out.

a: This could be funded cooperatively.

(Farro): Flows similar to natural flow regimen are needed to provide natural
fish habitat and that's one of the problems on the Trinity River system.
Water is not wasted when it flows downstream; it is needed to maintain the
river system. .

(Mary Kay Taylor): 1I'm alsc born and raised in this area. Your document does
not look at the whole picture. You need to do ocean studies before you go

further. Foreign fishing vessels also have an impact. You didn't mention the

Ecosystem Restoration Plan in your draft document. You did mention the
Klamath Compact. There was also no mention of storage or waterfowl needs.
Your document did discuss public land acquisition. Oregon is presently 54%
public land. We must consider what needs to be done and what we can do. Your
document does not mention that Klamath County provided input. 1I'll introduce
a new subject; there are lies in the upper Klamath Basin amendment. One of
the fellows that helped you draft your plan and that testified in Washington
D.C. indicated that we don't see the big picture and are only concerned with
making money. We consider that an insult. You should admit to his
accusations or tell him to keep quiet.

(Shake): Just for clarification, you are referring to a letter (Attachment 5)
sent to congressman Studds which is signed by Mr. Pat Higgins. The letter is
written on letterhead of the Humboldt Chapter of the American Fisheries

" Society. It doesn't represent the views of this Task Force.

(Taylor): May I ask that you read this document and publicly refute this
statement?

(Shake): I'11 provide copies to Task Force members and discuss it. I can't
determine what the Task Force will do. It will be discussed as an Agenda

item, and we'll provide you with a note of our discussion.

*** Action ***

Place discussion of Mr. Higgins' letter to Congressman Studds on the agenda
for a future Task Force meeting.

(Reynolds): I'm hearing many of you express concern that the Task Force is
proposing to come in here and condemn property or water. That is not our
intent. If the upper Klamath Basin document indicates that, we need some
written comment from you identifying where these assertions are being made.
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{Taylor): One more comment. Because of offshore drilling, there is a fund
that contains $9 billion for buying private land to put into public ownership.
Does anyone know anything about this program?

(McInnis): I don't know of a federal law allowing that accumulation of funds.

(Reynolds): The State of California gets funding, but that monéy is already
spent as far as I know.

(Shake): We'll try to search this out, but I ask you to do the same thing.

(Stokely): Is the Running Y Ranch in private ownership? 1If so, are you
opposed to acquiring that piece of property?

(Taylor): If the entire community believes it will benefit the resource, I can
live with it. I have a difficult time dealing with public acquisition.

(Farro): A question for you and other folks who have commented; did you look
at the section in the long range plan that contains a policy to work with
local subbasins to resolve local problems? Our Technical Work Group (TWG) is
working on this process right now. I ask that you go back and look at Chapter
2 of the long range plan.

(Gary Nichols): I'm a native resident of Klamath Falls. 1In the past 9 years
there have been four items that have brought the local environmental problems
into the forefront. These items were the Salt Caves Proposal, the 6 year
drought, the endangered sucker problems, and now the salmon restoration work.
I'm not speaking in favor of or opposed to the amendment, I appreciate what
has come out. This is causing people to get together to address problems.

Not all is well in the upper basin, we've not been good stewards in this area.
We've used the river system to extensively to dispose of our local wastes.
We're all contributing to the problem. I appreciate you all for coming here
to address these issues. I agree that there is inadequate representation of
the upper basin on the Task Force. I reviewed the Ecosystem Restoration Plan,
and appreciate that the agricultural community developed a plan to work on
these problems. Some of its contents should be included in your upper basin
amendment. Regarding costs to the tax payer, we've spent over $14 million on
the Salt Caves proposal, so we're not all that concerned about costs. I
encourage you to consider the document titled 2002. 1It's a wish list of
restoration strategies, with no funding committed. I hope that we can all
work together.

Q: what would you do if you had your wish?

(Nichols): I would ask that all of .those involved to do their part, for
posterity.

(James Beck): We've changed the ecosystem drastically, and we must recover
these ecosystems. In my opinion, unless salmon are restored to Oregon, Calif
can pay for it.

(Sherman Anderson): Northwest Rafters Association. We look favorably on the
upper Klamath Basin amendment. America is not going to permit the salmon to
die without putting forth some sort of a massive effort. Whether we like it
or not, we can be involved. We can go in a be a part of the solution. The
Ecosystem Restoration Plan demonstrates that we have something to offer, and
many things recommended in it will help fix these problems.

(Bob Flowers): I don't agree that all these environmental problems exist.
Regarding wasted water, any water that flows downstream above that which is
needed is wasted. We need better storage capability. We have two restoration
documents for this area. I wouldn't attempt to tell you what salmon need.
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When you come ,up here and tell me that I'm doing it wrong, I don't think you
know what you're talking about. We also need adequate representation on the

Task Force.

(Felice Pace): Klamath Forest Alliance. ' I want to say to the Task Force and
the USFWS that the ecosystem approach is, in our opinion, the only way we'll

succeed in restoration of aquatic resources. We must continue to move in that

direction. The upper Klamath Basin amendment is a good first step but is not
enough. We believe that adeguate flows must be provided. Minimum flows must
be allowed in the mainstem Klamath River. We also believe that refuges must
provide habitat for waterfowl and wildlife. When you all make the statement
that "we don't want to take anything away from people" I think it's dishonest.
1 believe you should be more direct in stating that people will have to make
some sacrifices. We musSt cooperate in getting additional funding for this
restoration program. I resent that the Ecosystem Restoration Plan is being
presented as the answer for restoring salmon. It's not a salmon restoration
plan. To say something about dams, I would ask you to bring one example of
where a dam has been successful in restoring fish populations. That will have
to be demonstrated if it is to be endorsed. Problems downstream are not
"their" problems but "our" problems. Water rights comments are also
discouraging when you say we may allow you some of "our" water. We can all
fight, but we all will lose This restoration can be accomplished with
minimum cost, but there's no such thing as a free ride. Cooperative
approaches 5uch as the CRMPs in the Shasta and Scott Valleys are ways to

accomplish our mutual goals.

{Shake): This concludes our public comment period for the evening. Any
overall comments by Task Force members?

{Bingham): I want you all to know that I've listened to you all.very
carefully. We will work on the upper Klamath Basin amendment to incorporate
and modify it accordingly. I will work to ensure that this community is

represented on this body.

(Shake): I echo that comment from Nat. We'll consider these comments. -

March 31, 1993 am.

Shake called the meeting to order. Barvey Reading sat in for Forrest
Reynolds. Shake suggested adding an agenda item between items 18 and 19, to
hold a discussion of how to handle the written and oral comments recelved on
the upper basin amendment document.: :

(Orcutt): In regards to the letter to be developed on harvest management
issues, will KRFRO staff prepare the letter?

(Shake): Yes. KRFRO will allow all to review it. We'll far it to all members
by the end of the week for comments.

(Stokely): I'd like to discus Executive Order 12838, which is Clinton's
proposal to reduce the number of federal advisory committees.

(Shake): How about discussing it as part of agenda item 247? a: OK.

Agenda item 12: Update on instream flow proposal by Dept. of Interior.

(Iverson): This was an item at the last Task Force meeting. As we reviewed at
that time the long range plan Chapter 2 calls for an assessment of instream
flow needs for all salmon and steelhead stocks affected by Iron Gate Dam.

Last year the Task Force wrote to the Secretary of Interior asking, among
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other things, that these studies be conducted. The Secretary's reply was the
USFWS and Bureau of Reclamation would be directed to pursue an instream flow
study. So those two agencies developed a proposal for a scoping phase which
is to develop the details of a study. Since the Task Force meeting, a scoping
meeting was held in Yreka. Three Federal agencies, 2 State agencies, 2
Tribes, and Siskiyou County were represented. That's as far as it's gone at
this point. The Sacramento USFWS office is waiting to hear about funding for
this project. A comment by Mr. Crawford indicated that the irrigators believe
their technical representative was left out of the process. The process will
allow for them to be involved. Not much will happen until funding is - .
identified. Another instream flow study initiative in the Klamath involves
the Arcata USFWS office and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. They hope to do a
study in the lower Klamath River basin.

(Shake): That's still in the discussion stages.

(Iverson): The geographic extent that we went into the process with was from
Iron Gate Dam to the Salmon River. This is the area apparently influenced by
the dam. :

(West): Can you tell us what the attendance was?

(Iverson): The meeting was attended by representatives of the Karuk and Hoopa
Tribes, CDFG, Siskiyou County, USFWS, and Bureau of Reclamation. We also
invited the USFS, NCRWQCB, and the Yurok Tribe, but no one attended for these
agencies.

(Orcutt): I have a letter written from us to Roger Patterson. The major point
of the letter is that we shouldn't focus on the river downstream from Iron
Gate. 1It's critical that the Klamath Tribe also be involved as well as other
interests of the upper basin. We would lend our support behind efforts like
this by Interior, in getting funding if proper credence is given to involving
Tribes. ' : :

Q: Is this going to be a 12 year study?
(Iverson): That remains to be defined.

(Rohde): The Karuk Tribe read a position statement (Attachment 6) at that
meeting because we felt that we were left out of the process. After some
preliminary meetings, the proposal was narrowed to the area described by Ron.
The USFWS Ecological Services staff had no prior knowledge of the Klamath
River system and had to develop this proposal by a deadline. After our
discussion with them, they fell back on what they had developed originally.
After discussion at the scoping session, the group seemed to agree that we
would look at the section from Iron Gate Dam to the Trinity River. We all
recognize that the entire basin must be evaluated and that the initial
proposal focused on the smaller ar-a based on discussions by BOR and USFWS.
CDFG indicated that they were interested in initiating an instream flow study
on the Shasta and Scott Rivers. The Arcata USFWS office indicated that they
were going to work on a flow study for the lower river from Weitchpec to the
mouth.

Q: How long do these things take? You have to look at flows a different
levels. Are we talking about 5 years of study? :

(Rohde): Sacramento USFWS staff indicated that this initial review could take
place within a year. What they're striving for is to initiate the scoping
process. They were trying to figure out what the target fish groups were that
they would focus on. Since they were only targeting on the mainstem, I was
perplexed, because they need to focus on specific habitat types. They
identify cross sections and study these sections over varying flows. They
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were talking about 6-9 month scoping and identifying transects. Over longer
period of time, they would look at these given transects to determine changes -

in habitat availability.

(West): I suggest a longer lead time in order to have all interested parties
involved.

{Reynolds): CDFG is concerned over the direction that this has taken. We're

"not convinced that an IFIM is the correct approach to get the information we

need. We attended the scoping session and it seems to us that the USFWS feels
that the IFIM methodology is necessary.

Q: What would you recommend?

(Reynolds): Other methods are available to determine what flows best meet the

" needs of the fish for migration purposes. IFIM is for the purpose of

determining carrying capacity in a stream channel for a target species and age
group. Our experience is that it always works better with re51dent flsh
Unless they'll deviate from the normal IFIM technique, I don't think it'll
give good migration information.

{Orcutt): Much of that will be born out in the scoping process. There will be
ample opportunity to get all concerns expressed and considered.

(Rohde): You have to know what you want out of the study, and understand the
limitations of the technique. I don't think we completely ironed out what it
is that we want, nor do they know all other alternatives. 1 think this Task
Force should assign a committee to review these and develop a recommendation
prior to funding a project.

(Shake): Let's think of what action you want to take, well come back to it.

Agenda item 13: Discussion of FY1994 RFP.

(Bingham): This issue didn't get resolved at the last meeting. In review, a
proposal was made to amend the existing system of assigning target group
preference points. The existing system is that we assign preference points to
target groups. We've had trouble over the years of how to implement the
process. The Act reguires that we give preference to specific groups. After
the TWG has ranked proposals, the budget committee assigns additional points
to proposals employing target group. It was felt that this was politicizing
the technical ranking process and a Quplication of effort. A proposal was
made that the process be incorporated into the TWG ranking process; to allow
10 points for projects employing target groups. This was discussed at length
by committee at the last meeting. We did not meet full consensus of whether
the TWG could award up to 10 points, or whether just giving 0 or 10 points.
This issue was not resolved. We chose to forward this issue to this meeting
because a couple of key people were not in attendance.

(Shake): Where do we start?

(Orcutt): I support assignment of either 0 or 10 points. I don't think the
TWG should make a decision on this non-technical issue. I speak against the
sliding scale of 0 through 10 points.

(Rohde): Instead of speaking for the Karuk Tribe, Ronnie Pierce asked me to
relay her feelings on this issue. The TWG evaluates all of the criteria on a
sliding scale. Each individual rates each proposal. To make this particular
item either 0 or 10 focuses too much attention on this issue. She thinks this
should be a sliding scale.
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(Halstead): If the TWG is asked to assign these points, hopefully the
proposers will provide us with specific verbiage of how they'll employ these
groups. My staff also develops project proposals but as a Federal agency we
cannot discriminate to hire these groups.

(Bulfinch): I see.a problem arising that a proposer will hire a token employee
to get the full complement of points. I therefore support the sliding scale
approach.

(Farro): I made the original motion at the February meeting, and I was adamant
that the actual wording of the act be included in the RFP. I also wanted to
require proposers to document how they will comply.

(Hillman): I would seek clarification on the issue that brought this subject
again. It appears that we're trying to cut out the budget committee. Does
this mean they will no longer meet to draw the funding lines, by category?
The committee meets each year to discuss this issue. It seems appropriate for
the budget committee to continue meeting and working on the annual funding
processes.

(Bingham): I agree with Leaf that there should still be a review by the
committee to draw funding lines. Although last year we used the absolute
technical ranking scores to determine the work plan. The committee
recommended that last year. I still think the committee should be a part of
that process. At the last meeting, we determined that this assignment of
target employment points should be given back to the TWG. Now the only issue
is whether it is the full 10 points or a sliding scale. The issue of whether
the TWG should be involved has already been decided. I agree with your
comment about the budget committee process and that it's needed. We
considered funding of KRFRO last year as an example. I would hope that
guidance is provided to the budget committee. '

(Farro): The FY1994 RFP was supposed to include a statement which stated "if
you will be employing the target groups, or will attempt to employ them,
please explain."™ There should be credit given to proposers who tried to
recruit target group employees, but were unsuccessful.

(Shake): I suggest that you develop comment on that and give to TWG next year.

Agenda item 14: Discussion on changing the cyclical RFP funding system.

(Shake): This issue was brought up by the Yuroks. Should we table this since
there is no representative?

(Rohde): 1 can't speak for the Yurok Tribe, but basically we've been in the
RFP funding cycle each year. Redwood National Park was in a similar situation
until they had technical staff evaluate the area and make specific
recommendations. The thing that prevents us from going into the. request for
quotation phase is our inability to fund the TWG to identify specific needs in
the basin. 1If this Clinton money materializes, the Task Force should consider
providing funds for the TWG to determine what work should be done. One other
issue I've discussed with Walter, there's nothing in the Act that indicates
that we have to spend $1 million each year. It appears possible to me, that
if we know what needed to be done, we might give an infusion of money to get
things done.

(Shake): Regarding funding, we receive an appropriation of Federal funds each
year. It has amounted to $1 million each year.

(Bingham): I agree with Bob that we need more money now. I renew my plea to
get more money for this program. I invite all of you to go to Congress for
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additional funding. The other part of the equation is to'keep the concept of
watershed based planning before you. There is an interactive process that is
necessary. It is critical to consider local input. I feel good about what we

and the TWG started.

Agenda item 14: Public comment.

(West): Regarding your last discussion item, speaking for the TWG, we'd be
willing to develop a specific RFP for FY1995. '

{Dave Solem): Last year at this time I met with representatives of Oregon who
said the water was going to be in short supply. The Bureau of Reclamation had
to manage water between us and downstream users. In going into this IFIM,
it's important that you have all the players there. Even though we use some
water, we don't control all of the inflow. We have a tremendous amount of
agriculture upstream., Elwood Miller said we have to start at the top of the
mountain, and I agree. Unless everyone is there, and we know what we want to
do, it won't be successful.

Q: Does the water users protective association speak for all interests?
a: No. There are other diverters and irrigators not represented on that body.

(Thackeray): I have full confidence with these folks in the dpper basin. I'm
sure that they can come up with a committee that will work with the Task
Force. It shouldn't be a problem if we leave it in their hands.

{Farro): Is there an RCD for the Klamath Falls area?

a: No, but ASCS is up here.

{Mary Kay Taylor): I would like to ask who is Diane Higgins?

a: Mr. Pat Higgins' wife.

In looking at one of your handouts (Attachment 7) $204,375 is given to Mrs.
Diane Higgins. 1Is the TWG a self help group? 1Is she the only person
available? 1It's your area, your decision to choose who you want to educate
who you want. Will she teach this philosophy to our children up in this area?
I don't like biased, unfair phzlosophy thrown into education. I wonder if you
should take a closer look at who's doing the educating. Great Northern
Corporation seems to be receiving a lot of money from this program How are
work groups targeted?

{Shake): The way we develop a work plan, we send out an annual Request For
Proposals (RFP) to the public. We also determine funding levels for each
restoration category, i.e. Habitat Restoration, Habitat Protection, etc. The
proposals are reviewed by the TWG and ranked according to preset criteria.
The list of ranked proposals is then presented to the Task Force for final
approval. This list then becomes our annual work plan. I do not agree with
your comment that our education program is biased. The education curricula“
are reviewed prior to sending them out for public school use. All points of
view are presented. I believe the packages are very good and are being used
by other educators in the region.

(Wilkinson): One thing that we determined necessary was education of the needs
of fisheries and f1sh populations. The original curricula was to be used in
the lower basin. 1I'm anxious to use these materials in the upper basin. We
have learned that Klamath Co. superintendents don’t want biased curricula. The
curricula have been peer reviewed. We're trying to ask professional educators
to design these education materials. I would suggest that you and I get
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together to identify contacts in this area that we can distribute this
education material to.

(Thackeray): Education certainly plays an important part in this program, but
we shouldn't diminish the fact that teachers teach their personal philosophy
of things. This is the concern being expressed It is imperative that
teachers teach without bias.

(Orcutt): You should also address your concern to Humboldt AFS regarding the
content of the letter from Mr. Higgins.

(Shake): I'll also offer to make copies of the curricula made available to
educators in this area.

{Iverson): There are educétors here that can talk about these curricula.

Brian Swagerty, educator Siskiyou County.

(Swagerty): I found the curricula discussed here to be unbiased and a much
needed education resource. Diane Higgins' role has been to gather teachers to
get input from them in developing these curricula. What I'm here to talk
about is to describe what Siskiyou County is doing to develop educational
curricula. The solution to these problems is to educate the public over the
long term. I believe it is the key thing the Task Force can do. There is a
Chinese philosophy that indicates if students are involved with a process,
they will learn it better. Education techniques are changing. Memorizing
facts and figures is not emphasized any longer. Access to and utilization of
information is what is bein? taught because information changes so quickly
now. In Siskiyou County we've developed a watershed education approach called

"adopt a watershed."” We are developing programs and guides for teachers to
enable them to get involved in this type of education. We also use the
aquarium incubator project to teach students the needs of the fish. We're
educating students on how to become involved in watershed management.

Academic and real world educational settings are making the learning
experience more effective. This is called the 2+2+2 program. With that, I'l1l
turn this over to Sue Maurer. :

{Sue Maurer): Our purpose in coming here is to provide you with some
information. There are other funding organizations that will dove tail with
the Task Force in developing these educational currlcula. The leght D.
Eisenhower funding program in California is in it's eighth year. We're trying
to get all educators to develop watershed educational proposal which could
receive $225,000 over three years. These funds are earmarked for math and
science. We'll market this curricula under this math/science theme. Native
americans, latinos, east asians, blacks, females, physically challenged, and
those residing in rural parts of the state are eligible groups. We hope to
dove tail this with Oregon education programs as well. Partnerships with U.S.
Forest Service and USFWS, and the Karuk Tribe are identified to participate in
developing these programs. The idea is to put students into a real-life
learning situation like data collection and restoration, so they can enter the
working age class, and be prepared to be involved.

(Orcutt): I think we've heard more than enough justification for education.
We're seeing the "Adopt a Watershed" program being implemented in the .
Klamath/Trinity area. 1Is there a way to integrate Humboldt County in the

programs you've described? 1I1'll serve as a liaison between school boards.

(Maurer): We started in Siskiyou County because that's where we're located.
We welcome others.
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(Holder): I compliment your efforts. 1 see U.S. Forest Service and other
federal agencies being more contract administrators accomplxshing future work
through local entities, and not our own work force.

{(Maurer): If this Task Force endorses this work, it might be appropriate fof
you to provided us a letter of support. We would include this in our

proposal.
(Shake): We'll ask staff to develop a letter of support from the Task Force.

(Swagerty): A letter of support will be helpful after the first cut process.
I would ask that representatives of each agency be prepared with a letter as

well.

(Shake): I'll ask KRFRO to work with you on this.

*%%x Action ***%

KRFRO will draft a letter of support for use by Siskiyou County Office of
Education when seeking additional funds to augment their watershed restoration

educational materials.

(Stacy Liskey): Upper basin residents would like to have input to these
educational materials as well. Agriculture is not represented. Our part of
the basin is very much different than your part of the basin. We have many
concerns and believe that we can help you.

(Shake): If we get copies to you can you comment?

a: Yes,

{Shake): KRFRO staff will get them to you.

*x%k Action **%

KRFRO will send draft watershed restoration curricula, as it becomes
available, to upper basin contacts to allow for input from the upper basin

agricultural community.

(Craig Bienz): Klamath Tribe. 1'd like to comment on your upper Klamath
Basin amendment. 1I'm glad that you've come to discuss these issues with us.
The Klamath Tribe recommends that you analyze all of the comments you receive,
and make your findings available to the public. The Klamath Tribe will
volunteer to review the Ecosystem Restoration Plan with the Water Users
Protective Association to reconcile our differences. We ask that you allow us
the opportunity to do this and then come back to this Task Force for project
implementation recommendations in the upper basin. We realize that you have a
short time to review and fund projects this year. We'd like <5 make
recommendations (by consensus) of what progects need to be funded in this
upper Klamath Basin area. I don't know that we'll be able to fit your April
14th time line for project proposals. We'd like the opportunity to

contribute.

(Farro): I'm unclear on what you're asking. There is no prohibition on upper
Klamath Basin projects, and will be reviewed on technical merit. Are you

asking for a review of these proposals?

{Bienz): I'm aware of two processes for funding, the Jobs Bill and your
recurring funding process.
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(Shake): The Jobs Bill program may generate funds but the process will be
different. We will get yo involved to the extent possible. You're also
invited to submit proposals under our RFP process.

(Bienz): The Klamath Tribe and agriculture members are not specified as target
groups. Eligibility is in question because we don't -know how we'll qualify.

(Shake): We're locked into our time line for providing proposals by April 14.
Regarding eligibility as a target group, the Act is specific on who's
eligible. This body could also consider this issue at a later date.

(Reynolds): You don't have to be a target group to compete for annual funding.
The Act specifies target groups for people that are impacted by loss of
fisheries.

(Ron Hathaway), OSU extension service: _
(Hathaway): I got the RFP yesterday. We've not had time to put together an
adequate proposal. 1Is this group considering this? It takes a long period of
time to put together a good cooperative proposal. The second question is how
we can identify target groups in this upper basin, and whether they can be
considered eligible.

(Shake): The Act doesn't specify where in the Klamath basin the Tribes are,
and it doesn't specify where fishermen are located.

(Farro): There is another category of targeted groups descr1bed as "other
persons whose lives are related to Klamath River f1sher1es

(Hathaway): Is this primary or secondary employment°
(Shake): Primary employment is the idea.

(Reynolds): If we don't have an upper Klamath Basin amendment, is it
appropriate for us to consider funds for this area?

{Shake): Good question. We'll get back to that later.
(West): Regarding time consideration, all proponents have the opportunity to

appear in person at the ranking meeting to clarify questions regarding the’
proposals. This meeting will be announced in advance.

Agenda item 16:; Action item on instream flpw study.

(Shake): It appeared to me that there is a need for a continuing scoping
process. There are concerns regarding representation of upper Klamath Basin
interests. Where does the Task Force want to go with this issue?

(Orcutt): Interior is taking the lead on th1s, and the Tribe wishes to remind
Interior that the term "trust responsibility" is something that we don't take
lightly.

{Holder): I heard a need for additional scoping meet1ngs to involve all
interested parties.

(Reynolds): The Task Force should provide advice and guidance relative to
agency stud1es, but I remain unclear on what the study is trying to determine
and who's going to do it. 1Is it under the auspices of the Task Force? Is it
a USFWS initiative? I don't object to the study, but I need to know if this
is a Task Force study or a USFWS initiative, with the Task Force functioning
in an advisory capacity.
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{(Iverson): I don't know the answer to your question. Chapter 2 of the long
range plan has a policy which calls for an assessment of instream flow needs
of all life stages of anadromous fishes below Iron Gate Dam. Specifically,
the stretch affected by the dam. The Secretary of Interior indicated that he
would direct the USFWS and Bureau of Reclamation to initiate an instream flow
study. I was directed to cooperate with the USFWS and BOR to develop a flow
study proposal. The scoping process and initial field reconnaissance was to
be implemented in FY1993. The first action for the scoping process was a
meeting on 3-04-93 with previously mentloned participants. Bob Rohde reported
on the proceedings of that meeting. We're still waiting on a report from that
meeting from the USFWS-Sacramento Field Office.

(Orcutt): The Hoopa Tribe believes Interior, through its trust responsibility
to the Tribes, should be the lead agency.

{Reynolds): The State has trust authorxty for State fish populations. 1Is this
under the auspices of the Task Force or is it an Interior 1n1t1at1ve and is

the Task Force advisory?

(Shake): The Task Force has identified this in the long range plan as a need.
We sent a letter to the Secretary of Interior saying we need to get on with .
this. The Secretary's response was to get the USFWS and Bureau of Reclamation
together to develop this study. We have many folks that have 1nd1cated they
want to be involved. The Bureau of Reclamation stated they don't have funds
available to get it done. We may choose to use RFP funds to fund it, or there
may be Jobs Bill money. What we need to decide is "should we continue with
the scoping" to flesh this out? I recommend that the technical folks have

more meetings to flesh this out.
(Bingham): Do you feel that a motion is needed to implement this?
{Shake): Yes because of concerns expressed here today.

*%% Motion **%x

(Bingham): I move that we have an additional scoping session to involve upper
Klamath Basin folks and other interested parties, Tribes, Oregon DWR, and
California DWR.

Motion seconded.

(Reynolds): We believe a flow study is absolutely needed. We think more
information needs to be on the table, allowing selection of a method that may
meet our needs better. Before we begin a flow study, we must decide what
we're targeting. I support the motion.

(Holder): Did you intend that staff would hold the workshop, or technical
folks at the first meeting. .

(Iverson): As I understand it, you need specially trained people to act as
facilitators. I recommend that they do it. We can arrange this scoping
meeting be conducted by trained facilitators. :

{Bingham): That will then be incorporated into the motion. Staff will arrange
for this scoping meeting continuation, and will provide adequate notification
that this will occur.

(Orcutt): We look to Secretary of Interior as having trust responsibility to
the Tribes.

(Bingham): I'll add recognition of trust responsibility to the motion.
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(Wilkinson): At the public hearing last night, some comments indicated the
need to coordinate with the State of Oregon.

{Bingham): My motion is to include all interested parties.

{Reynolds): Unless somecne clarifies trust responsibilities, I cannot support
it. 7T understand trust responsibilities relative to Tribal rights to fish,
but it's my understanding that States have been assigned trust
responsibilities for State resources except where Tribes are concerned.

(Bingham): I was addressing, more, the winter chinook. There are specific
trust responsibilities regarding water. :

(Orcutt): Yes. And the Secretary of Interior has the trust responsibility.
It was not my intent to address the trust authority of the States. Tribes
will individually address this.

{Shake): The motion is to continue the scoping meetings.

*kk Motion carried. **%

Agenda item 17: Action item on target group/proposal ranking process.

*%% Motion **%

(Farro): I move that the TWG, within their proposal evaluvation and ranking
process, assign up to the 10 points based on the documentation provided by a
proposal, on the compliance with Sec. 2-{3) of PL99-552 of their activities in
the Program. This is identical to the motion made at the last Task Force
meeting. .

(Wilkinson): Oregon abstains.

**%* Motion carried. ***

Agenda item 18: Action item on how to change the cyclical RFP system.

(Shake): The TWG chair Vvolunteered the TWG to develop a specific FY1995
Request For Proposal for our review. It would outline specific kinds of
things that we would send out in the RFP.

(Stokely): In relation to Nat's comments about gefting additional funding from -
Congress, it's essential to have specific tasks in mind. I think it's very
important. : '

(Orcutt): There are bigger funding programs and initiatives that may be
utilized. If FY1995 funds are not expended, do they revert back to the
Federal general fund? :

{Shake): We approve a prioritized list of projects and fund them until our
annual funds are expended.

(Holder): I support identification of project priority and getting other funds
for cooperative efforts with local communities. 1It's key to involve local
communities and groups. :

(Shake): I'll entertain a motion that would state what Barbara said. We also
must consider that earlier, the Task Force decided to utilize local watershed
CRMPs or planning organizations to help in developing restoration priority.
If there are CRMP groups in place, I urge the TWG to contact them.
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**%k Motion %%

(Holder): I move that we ask the TWG to develop a prototype 1995 RFP which
identifies specific and high priority work needed for each subbasin, with
special attention given to involving exxstlng planning groups such as the

CRMPs.

_(Farro): This is a stép that we've struggled with for some time. We must
focus on need rather than proposals that come to us.

(Holder): This must be done in a timely way So we can make decisions for the
FY95 proposals.

(Orcutt) I support concept of the motzon, but I'm not sure that it addresses
Walt's concerns. .

(West): Barbara, your motion is directing the TWG to put together a prototype
RFP, and in the process of putting it together we are to involve the CRMP
groups from these watersheds. I have a problem with that if that's what
you're asking us to do. I'm not clear on what involving the CRMPs entails.

(Bulfinch): The intent is to involve the CRMP groups in developing
complementary work to multiply the effect of restoration work in a watershed.

(Rohde): To clarify, RFP verses RFQ's. RFP is what we've done, it is a
request for proposals. Walter want's to develop RFQ's, whzch are Requests for

Quotes.

(West): My proposal was to develop a more specific request for proposals for
types of work in a specific area. Not to develop an RFQ. You're asking for a
full time job by the TWG to develop site specifications. I don't see the
tran51t10n I see us writing an RFP stating that we want something like
"identifying limiting factors to salmonid production."™ Development of RFQ

will take too much work
(Holder): My motion was to identify types of work and not specific projects.

(Reynolds): Jack is it feasible for the TWG to, with work you've already done,
come up with prototype with a list of priority projects (or types of projects)

for a subbasin?

(West): I guess we've done that with the prioritized subbasin objectives. As
a group, we can pick one area and prioritize objectives. We can flesh these
out and develop an RFP for a specific area with specific objectives.

(Shake): Which is it? _
"(Stokely): Is it a prototype work plan, RFP, or RFQ?

(Bingham): I understand what Walt wants, but don't see that were there yet.
The motion by Barbara is the best that we can do right now. We don't have the

staff capability.

(Hillman): I feel uncomfortable without first seeking clarification with what
the Yurok Tribe wants on this issue.

(Farro): We're taking a step in that direction. People vote by their
presence. It's a step in that direction, we can't take a giant leap at this
point. I'd like to see us take this step. Walt can offer a motion to direct

this further.
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(Hillman): There seems to be confusion as to where we're going. Walter had
specific concerns, and I don't know what we'd be voting on at this point.

(Bulfinch): The operative word is "prototype” which will be reviewed and
developed further by the Task Force.

(West): How about if we develop this in May, present it to the Task Force for
your evaluation. You can ask us to proceed with the concept or ask us to
change our direction. I see us spending about a day on this issue.

(Reynolds): With the sole proviso that we don t have to approve or reject
their work at that time.

*%*%x Motion carried. ***

(Orcutt): Abstain.

Added agenda item: Discussion of how to process the comments received on the

upper basin amendment document

(Shake): I'd like to dlSCUSS, not substance of comments we've heard, but the
process of how to deal with this information.

(Bingham): I suggest that we do what we did when we got to this place with the
long range plan. You'll recall that we put together subcommittees to consider
comments by chapter and then redrafted those chapters. The final document
emerged as a result of that process. I suggest that we do this again by
putting together a subcommittee (including folks from the upper basin) to
address these comments, to put together the revised document, and to bring it

back to the Task Force for approval.
(Shake): You offer this just a suggestion, no motion. At the end, when you ‘

said bring back a document that's been rewritten, "for approval." It seems to
me the assignment of the committee would be to summarize comments on the upper
basin amendment and to consider the Ecosystem Restoration Plan in order to
blend these documents together. This committee would report back with a
recommendation on how we should proceed. Small steps are needed.

(Orcutt): We need a subcommittee to address these comments. There were many
interest groups including rafters, fishermen, tribes, and irrigators which
should be represented. I suggest that the Klamath Tribe and the Klamath Basin
Water Users Protective Association meet together to work out their differences
on the Ecosystem Restoration Plan then blend it with the upper Klamath Basin
document.

(Shake): I agree. That would be the beginning part of the process.
I expect internal dialogue to occur up here, which would be followed by a
meeting of the combined groups.

(Thackeray): I support allowing the groups to get together up here first. Nat
did you recommend that in your suggestion?

(Bingham): I didn't offer a motion. I was allowing for this kind of input. I
support a systematic approach, including assigning a committee to formulate
comments and report back to this Task Force with a recommendation.

(Thackeray): Are you recommending that these issues be dealt with internally
prior to meeting with Task Force committees?

(Shake): Yes. Their local issues should be resolved first among themselves,
prior to considering all comments on our documents.
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(Reynolds): We can't tell local folks what they will do. If we identify a
committee of Task Force members, I'm sure these folks can determine how to
develop their positions on the issues. We should decide what it is the Task
Force will do, and allow them to prepare how they want to. I think it's a

good idea.

(Bingham): The step here is to appoint the committee on the Task Force side,
and lay out a process and time line so everyone knows what we hope to do.

| Rk Motion Rk*

(Bingham): I move that we form a committee of Task Force members to work on
re-drafting the upper Klamath Basin amendment by incorporating public comments
and information contained in the Ecosystem Restoration Plan. This is made
with the understanding that when the upper Klamath Basin folks and the Klamath
Tribe have reconciled their differences on the Ecosystem Restoration Plan,
that three people from the upper Klamath Basin and three people from Task
Force will come back to the Task Force with a report of how to proceed with
implementation of the upper Klamath Basin amendment.

(Bill Kier): The way that this process worked in finalization of the long
range plan was all Task Force members were involved. They selected those

- subjects that they were particularly keen on. We had 2 or 3 members assigned
to 4 or so little groups. Because the Task Force groups were small, it was
easier for them to schedule meetings. These were done to allow for editing
and removal of factual errors, and brought them back to the Task Force for

final consideration.

(Shake): We're not in the editing mode yet. We're still deciding how we'll
work together. We need to get people together and discuss similarities, and
differences. The group will summarize and make recommendations to the Task

Force on how to work through the process.

(Hillman): Bill Kier's input was helpful. I believe Nat s intent is for that
to occur. If that process hadn't occurred, we wouldn't have the plan today.

I'm sold on that process.

(Shake): John Crawford and Craig Bienz, could you contribute your thoughts to
this discussion?

(Crawford): I hope that the members of the Task Force did not walk away from
last night's meeting with the idea that there is great antagonism between the
Klamath Tribe, the water users, and this Task Force. From the beginning there
has been an underlying unity between these two groups and this Task Force. I
think that unity has been confzrmed this morning. Some issues brought out
last night were that we don't believe flows flowing down river are “wasted."
We know that those flows are needed, hopefully these flows can be set aside
and utilized in a more timely fashion for later releases. There was also talk
about waste by irrigators. 1I think that the drought last year brought on a
new awareness of water use. By increasing efficiency, we started to dry up
the refuges last year. Regarding conversion of public land from private,
offsite storage development would require that. The Running Y Ranch is for
sale. The primary concern by upper Klamath Basin residents is the immediate
conversion of any or all of 38,000 acres to marshes. We question that. A
pilot project is recommended. The Bureau of Land Management has acquired
3,000 acres around Agency Lake and will implement some marsh restoration.

Mike Orcutt, you spoke of the other interested groups. I believe that most
commenters endorsed the ecosystem plan. We all believe that this is a step in
the right direction. Where we stand with the Ecosystem Restoration Plan is up

to you.
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(Shake): The question that I've asked is can you work within the process
outlined here? Can you get a group of folks to work with our folks to
summarize comments we've received, and to develop a recommendation of how we
can proceed. You're asking us to take the Ecosystem Restoration Plan and
throw the upper basin amendment document out. "If we can get together with you
folks and the Tribes to look at all comments and to develop a recommendation
for us to consider; is it acceptable and doable? .

(Crawford): Would it be the charge of those people to sort through the equxty
of representatxon issue?

(Shake): Yes.

{Crawford): Would it be to work out a revised upper Klamath Basin amendment?
Or develop a document in lieu of it?

{Shake): I see the work group coming back to this Task Force with a
recommendation of how to proceed. We need to work with each other on this
task and hopefully develop a product that we can all agree to.

{(Crawford): If the committee is to address all of the aforementioned issues,
it is appropriate. But not for this group to simply deal with revising the
upper Klamath Basin amendment.

(Holder): I think both documents represent a good start, but neither is :
complete. obviously both documents don't address. all the issues. There is a
way to develop a document that addresses all concerns, but it may not look
like either document.

(Craig Bienz): I was asked to bring the message that the Klamath Tribe will
work with the Task Force and irrigators, and not to exclude other interested
parties. I can support the motion to develop a 3 member committee of Task
Force and 3 member panel of upper Klamath Basin interests to work together to
address these issues. We don't know what the commitment of time will be and
who will be on the panel. The tribe and irrigators can certainly meet, but
who would the 3rd party be?

{Shake): A panel of three members is only a suggestion.

(Orcutt): Couldn't that third person be picked by the Task Force? For us to
buy into that, we need review of the Ecosystem Restoration Plan.

(Thackeray): I don't support appointment by the Task Force.

(Bingham): My motion included three Task Force representatives, a panel of six
individuals, total. The first phase is for the upper Klamath Basin folks to
get together to work out their differences.

(Bienz): This is a priority for us, but it is also'the busy season Eor us and
the irrigators. I know we can do this and I believe that this good faith
effort can work.

{Comment from the audience): Since Klamath County has made an effort to be
involved, I think the County should be identified as a participant.

(Shake): That's an excellent suggestion. We don't want to tell you who the
folks ought to be. We simply ask that you folks participate.

{Question from audience): Can a committee of many more people be involved in
the first issue resolving process?

{Shake): Yes. We are not going to tell you folks how to do that.
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(Todd Kepple): Who decides who's involved in the upper Klamath Basin
representation on this first committee? :

(Shake): We'll select our three and allow, for example, the Klamath County
commissioners to select their representation.

(Bingham): My motion is relative to the entire upper basin not just Klamath
County, Oregon. Are the commissioners willing to include the California

representatives?

(Crawford): It's a problem because Modoc County may not be represented.

{(Comment from audience): There are other interests such as fishermen, rafters,
and others that should also have a say in this process. One suggestion is
that you sacrifice one of your members allowing four members from the upper

Klamath Basin and two from the Task Force.

(Stokely): I suggest three members of the Task Force, one from the Klamath
Tribe, one from the Users Protective Association, and one from Klamath County.

{Shake): How about if we include Modoc County in that list, and move on with
that?

(Bingham): I'll amend my motion to include Modoc County, with representatives
from the upper Klamath Basin and three Task Force members.

(Kepple): As I understood the motion, you said that they would redraft the
amendment. '

{Bingham): We agreed that the first step would be to collect all comments, and
then to develop a recommendation on how to proceed with redrafting the upper
basin amendment. This recommendation would be presented to the Task Force. 1
see an incremental process with a report coming from the committee.

{Kepple): This committee would ultimately redraft the amendment?

(Shake): Depends on what the recommendations are. The group might recommend
redraft. Until this group meets, I don't want to say that the amendment will
be redrafted. All of us and the upper Klamath Basin folks need talk about it.
We have a variety of comments from "stop" to "go with it" and folks need to

sort through these comments.

(Bienz): I'm wondering about four representatives from upper basin to sit on

this committee. The Klamath Tribe's intention is that everyone will be
represented here. I'm wondering if we should go back to the positions to be
added to the Task Force, i.e. the Tribe and Klamath County. It doesn't matter
if there are two or four. I support having just two representatives.

(Craﬁford): The irrigator's would be comfortable with Craig's comment if we
can be the other representative.

(Bingham): I'm happy to amend motion to.two people.

{Bob Byrne): Maybe the committees should be structured after the local issues
are resolved between upper Klamath Basin representatives.

(Shake): The suggestion from Craig Bienz was to appoint a committee of two
members from the Task Force to meet with two representatives of the upper
Klamath Basin. We still have the motion allowing for four representatives,

which has now been reduced to three.
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(Hillman): I suggest that we go with the two representative idea, because of
the amendment to the Act. Other representation determined by us would be
arbitrary.

(Bingham): I'll amend the motion consistent with Leaf's suggestion.

(Reynolds): 1'1]1 support the motion as long as the upper Klamath Basin folks
are all fairly represented in the final analysis. 1I'm beginning to perceive
some sort of idea that we'll track the amendment legislation regarding two
representatives after adoption. 1 support simply getting together with upper
Klamath Basin folks to iron out our differences.

(Shake): I support getting the folks to sit together to sort the issues out.
The charge is to summarize the comments received in testimony and writing, to
develop a set of recommendations for the Task Force on how to proceed with the
amendment process. As John Crawford said, they can have recommendations on
all issues mentioned earlier in this discussion. Preceding that, the local
folks would get together to resolve issue differences.

(Bingham): That's the motion.

(Shake): The motion is for three representatives from each.

**%x Motion carried. #**=%

(Shake): We'll adjust the agenda a little bit because some folks need to leave
early. We'll move up agenda item 21 to this time.

Agenda item 21: Status of the Klamath River Information System. (Bill Kier)

(Kier): The Klamath Information System was supported by this Task Force, but
is funded from another source. The origin of this project goes back to an
early discussion with Ron Iverson. Ron asked us if we were familiar with
EPA's reach file system. It became clear to us that we needed to develop some
way of compiling information for this fishery restoration program. As we got
into the project we realized that there is a lot of information available but .
it's scattered everywhere. An element of your long range plan is the
development of a coordinated information system. The policy states that you
will explore operating this system based on the EPA reach file system. We
developed a proposal and submitted it under your name to the California North
Coast Water Quality Control Board. We submitted the proposal back in 1990 and
money became available late 1952. I had intended to use Patrick Higgins
because of the energy he displayed in developing the long range plan. 1I've
also hired Jan Derksen. The team is Pat, Jan, and me. Jan is a computer
scientist. The grant was made to the USFWS which is contractually obliged to
California to develop this Klamath Information System, utilizing the EPA Reach
File system. The Reach File is a nation-wide system of identifying water
bodies by unique reach unit number. The number is similar to a zip code.
USFWS has contracted with Kier Associates to provide a demonstration of
usefulness for this program. From EPA's standpoint it is a large scale
demonstration of their reach file and its usefulness for water quality
improvement and fish restoration information management. 1It's an empowerment
of the restoration program by making a link to the water quality programs of
California. The grant requires a 40% non-federal match. The match will come
about largely with the involvement of community based resource recovery
groups. There is a lot of eagerness to help and be involved through volunteer
work. Volunteer work is how the match will be made. We're working in the
first tasks of the agreement. We've recommended that Reach File 3 be
selected. The question was "are we talking about developing the computer
system in a PC or mainframe environment?" The answer is that PC capability
allows for us to utilize these. Now we're trying to determine equipment and
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software needs and availability. We're initially trying to develop an
information sharing system, not a GIS system, but we hope to bring it to GIS
level. Ron developed a second draft proposal that contemplates integrating- it
with U.S. Forest Service and other GIS systems. On that point, a USFS Fish
Habitat Restoration publication (No. 11) talks about moving fish habitat data
into a GIS. The article describes what happens when you get fish habitat
types arranged by the GIS system and then what happens if you focus on
particular habitat types. This project is a good example of how to determine
whether we're gaining or losing in habitat restoration. 1 see great potential
for involving the upper Klamath Basin folks in developing a complete system
for the Klamath basin. We're about 25% along with the contract, and we'll be
pleased to come back whenever you wish.

Q: Is this system going to be tied into the California data monitoring system?

(Kier): Yes. The reach file system wraps in the standard stream monitoring
databases (storet, bios, etc.). I don't know which data sets are going to be
useful to all players in the system. 1If data is not included, the location of
the data will be cited. '

Q: Are you coordinating with the other GIS demonstration project that we
funded a few years ago? '

(Kier): We will. Frankly, I've lost track of that project. We're trying to

come up with a data management system, not focusing directly on GIS. Data
storage, compilation, and retrieval, for all to use is what we're after.

Agenda item 19: Green Sturgeon project update.

(Orcutt): I will re?ort on the Hoopa green sturgeon tagging/monitoring
project. So far we've purchased tags and identified a tagging protocol. We
have a commitment from the Yurok Interim Council to implement this. We hope
to tag and release green sturgeon on the Hoopa and Yurok reservations this
year. There is an effort by CDFG to close the inriver sport fishery for green
sturgeon. I understand that the Department will go to the State Fish and Game
Commission to close the fishing season. That's something that we should be
[ aware of. Lately there has been discussion of listing this species. We all
should be aware that this is in folks minds. We're trying to get a handle on
( the status of the stocks. We're pursuing getting funding from EPA for
considering this species as an indicator of water quality.

Agenda item 20: Update on hatchery/wild stock review. (Reynolds)

{Shake): Are agenda items 20 and 25 two separate issues?

‘ (Reynolds): I would like to reéport on them together. One of the issues has to

; do with the effects of artificial production on natural stocks. We've asked

[ for parties interested in this evaluation effort to notify us that they want
to be involved. Regarding the evaluation of the basin's rearing projects, we

\ want to present you with a draft report of our findings and conclusions. We'd
like to receive your comments on this draft document by May 1. We'll develop
a final report and send it to the 3 chairs. 1I've asked Harvey Reading to make
a presentation to you.

Harvey Reading: (Paraphrased the attached report, Attachment 8).

We want to emphasize that we think it is unreasonable to assume that
populations can be maintained without use of hatcheries. The loss of access
to historic habitat requires that hatcheries be operated to mitigate for this

‘ loss.
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Q: Would excess hatchery eggs be used for classroom incubators?

(Reading): That has potential, but the disposition of these fish is another
subject.

{Reynolds): The Department has been criticized for overplanting and we must
draw a line on releases unless they are attributed to the hatchery production
limit.

(Orcutt): Siskiyou County has about 24 classrooms with coho eggs. I don't
recommend killing them.

(Reynolds): As an appendix to this final report we'll include the minutes of
the two meetings of the hatchery review committee.

Agenda item 22: Report on the survey of all pronects funded to date. (Alcorn)
(Attachment 7)

(Alcorn): We were asked to develop this report at your February meeting. This
is an objective survey of each project funded to date with Federal restoration
program money. Each project is listed by restoration category, last name,
then by fiscal year. The Technical Work Group will have this information to
use while ranking project proposals in this year's process.

Agenda item 23: USFS land management plans. (Holder)

(Holder): I would like to schedule more time on the next agenda for a briefing
from 6 Rivers and the Klamath National Forest staffs. We'll be better
positioned to providing briefing materials by then. We're close to having a
draft Land Management Plan (LMP) for the Klamath National Forest, for public
review. You'll recall that we developed alternatives from input from public,
timber industry, and local interest groups. All were involved in our multi-
use planning teams. All were involved in developing alternatives. We began
looking at four multi-use alternatives and compared similarities. We looked
at all things the public told us were good ideas. We've added a number of
leading edge technologies. A number of land allocations have been made.

We've developed standards and guidelines on land management to protect
fisheries resources. We've received good feedback on these protective
measures. Regarding timber management, what we're proposing on the Klamath
National Forest is drastically different from in the past. This should result
in a completely different timber output. Clearcutting is a thing of the past,
except in salvage harvests. We can consider these ecological areas of high
value. For 15 watersheds, we've deferred any activities until specific
watershed recovery criteria are met. We're expecting to have our draft
published by May, 1993. At that point, we'll enter a formal input process.
The final process will take about 9 months for review.

Q: Are you going to consider the last report to Judge Dwyer by Jack Ward
Thomas in development of your plan?

(Holder): It's still in the scientific arena, but many issues arise quicker
than the management plans being developed. The answer is no.

(Shake): A factor that may impact those plans is the President's forest
conference this Friday. We fully expect to see salmon discussed as an issue.
We'll put a more comprehensive briefing on your plans for next meeting agenda.
**%x Action ***

Place on the June agenda, a briefing on the U.S. Forest Service's Six Rivers
and Klamath National Forest Land Management Plans.

32



Agenda item 24: Proposed 1994 activities by participants.

U.S. Department of Agriculture:

(West): We went through this same reporting process last year at this time. I
understand that the intent is to allow the Task Force and TWG to be aware of
what will be implemented in the coming year. 1It's not good timing for the
U.S. Forest Service process. The reality of the FY1994 program is unknown.

' We lost about $350,000 in the FY1993 budget The proposed FY1994 fisheries

program budget is $2.075 million. We don't know if it will be funded in
entirety. If we meet our program goals, we'll have a better chance of getting
funding. Forests that don't meet commitments get punished the following

fiscal year.

Q: Regarding your spring chinook initiative, is that in the base budget
proposal?

(West): It's in the total proposed program. You will recall the total program
was to ask for $1.7 million per year to implement 1t Last year we got
$300,000 for work in the Salmon River drainage. We've parlayed that to about
$450,000. This year there is an earmark of about $400,000 for spring ChanOk
restoratlon work. I don't know what the end result w111 be.

U.S. Department of Interior:

(Shake): I'll just begin with a broad fiscal year overview. The USFWS
fisheries should do fairly well in FY1994. We have no reason to believe that
Klamath funding would not be in the FY1994 budget. There may be some i
carryover money from '93 Jobs Bill funds. Many of these projects will 1mpact
the Klamath Basin. All of the resource agencies have an opportunity now to
benefit from the recent Department of Agriculture and Department of Interior
Secretaries tour of the area. The opportunity is before us. In addition, the
USFWS has determined to establish an office in the Klamath Falls area to have
a mix of USFWS representatives from different divisions to work with all other
interests to try to prevent catastrophes from occurring. There is substantial
local interest for establishment of this office. .This office will be looking
at the entire Klamath ecosystem perspective. This will provide another
opportunity for us to cooperatively work together.

(Stokely): The executive order mentioned earlier proposed elimination of one
third of all Federal advisory committees, except those that are identified by
statute. The order directs a review of these committees with a view toward
consolidation.

{Bruss): The executive order was signed Feb 10, 1993. The order. also mandated
that the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) look at this order to work up
some detailed findings. These findings indicate that over 1,100 committees
exist, costing over $100 million per year. We were asked to draft a
justification for the federal advisory committees operating in the Trinity
Restoration Program.

(Shake): We received the same request for the Klamath River advisory
committees and our response was that we recommend that the Task Force and
Klamath Fishery Management Council remain in effect.

(Stokely): The Congress would have to amend the Act to eliminate statutory
advisory committees. There would be a lot of work involved.

(Alcorn): I have a report prepared on other Department of Interior activities

to occur in the Klamath Basin in FY1994. To save time, I'll attach this
report to the minutes (Attachment 9).
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National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS):

(McInnis): I'll echo many comments that Jack West made regarding FY94. 1It's
too far off. Our region still doesn't have its budget for 1893. The
activities that the NMFS is involved with in the Klamath River basin are
activities funded through CDFG under Anadromous Fish Act funds. We expect
about $280,000 to be available next year. Most of it will go to mark and
recapture of fall chinook and to tagging IGH fall chinook. We expect to
continue our staff support on the KFMC and the PFMC tech teams, and will
implement recommendations of PFMC regarding ocean salmon management with
cooperation from Oregon and California. We're committed to collecting
information to reduce the impact of bycatch on salmon populations. An
observer program on the whiting fleet will be implemented. 1In addition to
that, we're involved with States and the Coast Guard in enforcement of
management regulations and the high seas gillnet laws. Last week we received
a petition to list coho salmon as endangered in all areas south of San
Francisco. Judging from our shift of activities with the winter run listing,
if the petition is accepted, we can expect a shift of our activities.

{Shake): There has also been a petition for listing the South Fork Umpqua sea
run cutthroat.

Hoopa Valley Tribe:

(Orcutt): The Tribe will continue to participate with KFMC, the Klamath and
Trinity Task Forces, and will assist in developing an EIS for implementing the
CVP Improvement Act. We'll follow the issue turning over CVP operational
authority to the State of California. -We're also working with the World
Wildlife fund. We've completed the needs assessment phase of that and we're
going for full funding for '94. Development of an Integrated Resources
Management plan is underway. Biodiversity and economic sustainability, are
critical to maintaining self sustainability. This is one major effort that we
will try to get underway.

Karuk Tribe:

(Rohde): The Karuk Tribe is in it's 4th year of establishing a department of
natural resources. We see opportunities to provide training to our staff, and
may take on an individual to learn environmental monitoring techniques. We
will continue monitoring the mainstem Klamath River. We worked cooperatively
with CDFG and the U.S. Forest Service doing escapement estimates. We're
hopeful that we will have an opportunity to do this in lieu of operating the
Salmon River weir. The Salmon River Restoration Council was supported by the
Task Force as a community based restoration organization. This is the first
year of our data collection effort to conduct water temperature data in
mainstem Klamath River. We look forward to developing better coordination
with CDFG and the USFS throughout our ancestral territories, and will continue
to work with the other Tribes.

(Reynolds): Have you detected any reluctance for CDFG to work with you?
(Rohde): We were all drawn together in last year's low water situation.
Biologists were more than willing to cooperate and work together. It also
worked well last fall while surveying the Salmon River basin twice per week.

(Reynolds): I hope that it continues and want you to know that it's our
overall intent to keep everyone involved.

CDFG:

{Reynolds): The basic biclogical work that we do will continue as last year
with Paul Hubbell and Ralph Carpenter. We'll continue our work on the
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hatchery/natural stock interaction issue, and try to get a handle on salmonid-
life history in the Klamath River estuary. We're looking at a funding
reduction next year. We're losing our anadromous fish act monies and will
take reductions in ocean management and Klamath/Trinity projects. We'll be
slower in getting project reports, and may reduce our efforts in the South
Fork Trinitx River. I think that we're secure until the middle of Federal
FY1994. wWe're taking severe reductions in anadromous salmon/steelhead
~ programs. We'll experience funding reductions from environmental license
plate, tidelands and oil monies. We're looking at a rather large reduction in
our programs. The state-wide reductions may impact the Klamath and Trinity
River program. Our habitat restoration projects will probably be left at the
same funding level as last year. Some of the things we're trying to do in the
Klamath/Trinity systems include trying to support education programs by
expanding the "adopt a watershed" program. We're hoping to finalize
guidelines for classroom incubator programs.

Trinity County:

(Stokely): About two weeks ago the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) forecasted
Trinity Lake with lower carryover than last year. BOR is going to be :
exporting very little water out of the Trinity basin. Most of the water will
be used to keep Lewiston Reservoir flushed of warm water for temperature
control in the Trinity River and to dilute acid mining drainage. The total
export should be less than 300,000 acre-feet. Roger Patterson decided to
increase carry over storage in Trinity Lake to assist the economics of Trinity
County. We're going to request a minimum lake level regime to allow economic
stability. Instream flow releases should total 340,000 acre-~-feet into the
Trinity River, and may be as high as 355,000 acre-feet. The flow regimen will
be 3000 cfs in May. Other interests have been expressed regarding flow
releases during fishing season. We'll also work on EIS for implementing the
CVP Improvement Act. We'll also deal with encroachment of riparian
vegetation. The Trinity River Restoration Program proposes to modify some of
those areas. There is much local opposition to removal of riparian
vegetation. The Trinity program will have an RFP going out in the next couple
of weeks. The County Board of Supervisors will consider the Trinity County
Home Rule Coalition. The Coalition is an effort to get the county more into
the drivers seat in management of federal lands and resource use. It's an
effort for counties to effect change at the local level.

(Thackeray): This is a concept of working with Federal and State agencies to
achieve what ought to be done in each county. Federal agencies are under no
obligation to operate with counties unless they have a comprehensive land
management plan. We see a good working relationship between the USFS and the
BLM. I've concluded that U.S. Forest Service can be a great benefit to
counties, and vice versa. It's a working relationship where they work
together. NEPA requires this cooperation, i.e. working with the people. With
new Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) rules and regulations, the

. State indicated that the Counties can be responsible for implementation. Our
county is leaning heavily that we don't dc anything much different than what
the U.S. Forest Service is doing. BLM has proposed extensive land exchanges
in the Shasta Valley, which we've opposed because of the net loss of tax base.
The time has come for counties to work together with agencies in land
management planning issues. Siskiyou County looks at this as a positive

thing.

(Stokely): BLM has agreed not to buy land in Siskiyou County if the local
government determines it's unacceptable. This is a good example of local
decision making. The Grass Valley Creek buy out by BLM occurred this year.
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Siskiyou County Fish and Game Commission:

(Bulfinch): I was asked to serve as a liaison with the Commission. I've
attended a couple of their meetings. The Shasta Valley CRMP (SVCRMP) is
progressing rapidly. Some landowners are pulling out of agriculture and
selling to land developers. The CRMP proposed projects to fence 11 miles of
stream, which are progressing quicker than the CDFG can develop the contracts.
The CRMP is also working on initiating a pulsing flow to move smolts out of
the Shasta River this spring. They're also working on having a staggered
ditch opening at the start of the irrigation season so the river won't go dry
right away. The Fish and Game Commission membership has almost completely
turned over. About $2,000 was approved for a group wanting to plant
bitterroot brush in Modoc County. The Siskiyou Fish and Game Commission has
about $30,000. So they have funds for small projects, they need people to put
in project proposals. '

Humboldt County:

{(Farro): Gravel extraction issue has heated up in Humboldt County. This issue
is more pertinent to the Eel and Mad Rivers. The Humboldt County Fish and
Game Commission is finding money available because they no longer fund the
operation of Prairie Creek Hatchery. They are deciding how to spend this
money .

Agenda item 26: Public comment.

No comment..

(Shake): I want to identify the Task Force members who will meet with upper
Klamath Basin group. George Thackeray will chair the committee, Keith
Wilkinson and Mike Orcutt will also serve as representatives. We'll send a
letter to the Klamath County Commissioners, Modoc County Board of Supervisors,
and the Klamath Tribe regarding this work assignment.

(Shake): Regarding the draft letter to be sent to the KFMC has been passed out
to each of you. Get your comments to Ron by tomorrow, he'll finalize it and I
will transport it to the KFMC for its April 5 meeting.

Agenda item 27: Identify future agenda items.

{Shake): Give your proposed agenda items to Ron.

Agenda item 28: Set meeting location for June meeting.

The meeting will be held from 8:00 am, June 15th, to 12:00 noon,_ June 16th, in
Yreka, California.

Agenda _item 29: Meeting date and location for fall, 1993 meeting.

The meeting will be held in Hoopa, California, on October 5-6, 1993.

(Shake): I'd like to thank staff for putting this meeting together. 1'd
really like to thank the folks from the Klamath Falls area. We appreciate you
attending our meeting and for providing us with comments. We do want to work
with you folks.

Meeting adjourned.
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Roger Johnson
Dorothy Kandra
Steve Kandra
James R. Keller
Todd Kepple
Rod Kucera

. Francis Landrum

Jack Liskey
Tracey Liskey
Kerry Locke
Lynn E. Long
Sue Maurer
Brent Meisner
Gary Nicholsg
Jack OConnor
Jim Ottoman
Gary Owen
Felice Pace

Representing:

USFWS

C.M.P.T.

Self

Senator Packwood

Oregon Water Resources Department
Self .
Klamath Tribe

Tule Lake Growers

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

U.S. Bureau of Reclamatlon

Self

Self

Self

Lava Beds Resource Conservation District
Cell Tech

‘KBWUPA

Self

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

Tule Lake Irrigation District

Self

Klamath Co. Board of Commissioners
Self .

Self

Self

Ady Dist. Imp. Co.

Self :

Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Klamath Basin Waterfowl Association
Pelican Marina

Medford District Bureau of Land Management
OSU Extension _

TID

OSu

Self

V.P. for Women for Agriculture
Confederated Modoc and Paiute Tribes
BLM

Modoc Co. Supervisors

USFWS

Congressman Bob Smith

USFWS, Klamath Refuge

Women for Agriculture -

KID

City of Klamath Falls

Klamath Herald and News v
Klamath Co. Farm Bureau

Self

KDD

Farm Bureau

OSU Extension

Oregon Grains Commission

Siskiyou County Office of Education
Self

Self &

Self

Self

vVan Brimmer

Klamath Forest Alliance
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Name:

David Peterson
Don Rajnus
Harvey Reading
Teresa Rennick
Joe Riker

Chad Rott

Don Russel
Kenneth A. Rykbast
Monte J. Seus
Dotte Shaffer
Dave Solen

Sid Stanton
Brian Swaterty
Mary Taylor
Gordon S. Thompson
Rodney Todd
Paul Tschiizky
Sally Urus

Joe Vacterine
Dave Vogel

Bev Weissman

Charles H. Wells Jr.

Jay Wilder

Desma M. Williams
Roxanne J. Williams
William Winchester
Bill wood

Don Zupan

&

Representing:

Self

Self

California Dept. of Fish and Game
Self

City of Klamath Falls

Self

Self

Oregon State University

Klamath Basin Water RAC

Democratic Committee

Klamath Irrigation District

TI1D

Siskiyou County Office of Education
Oregon Farm Bureau

Self

OSU Extension

Tule Lake Grange

Self

Self

VES

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Self

Self

BIA _

Confederated Modoc and Paiute Tribes
Calif. State Water Quality Control Board
Self .

Oregon Trout
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ATTACHMENT 1

FINAL AGENDA FOR THE MEETING
OF THE
KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FISHERIES TASK FORCE
KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON
MARCH 30-31, 1993

1. Call to order and adoption of agenda.

2. Introduction of Task Force members.

3. Explanation of background and purpose of this meeting. (Shake)

4., Adoption of minutes from the February 3-4, 1993, meeting.

5. Report on the Clinton Administration Jobs Bill and how it nay
relate to the Klamath Fishery Restoration Program. (Shake)

6. Briefing on Upper Klamath River Basin issues, irrigators’
perspective. (John Crawford)

Break

7. A report from Bureau of Reclamatioh - Klamath Pfoject on their
operating plan for 1993. (Mike Ryan)

8. Briefing on Upper Klamath River Basin issues, Klamath Tribe’'s
perspective. (Elwood Miller)

9. Public comment on preceding agenda items.

Adjourn.for dinner.

Reconvene.

10.

11.

Explanation of background and purpose of this meeting. (Shake)

Public comment on the upper basin awendment to the long range
plan for the Klamath River Basin Conservation Area Fishery
Restoration Program.

Adjourn meeting for the day.



March 31, 1993

8:00 am

8:05

8:20

8:45

9:15

9:30

10:15

11:00
11:20

11:40

12:00

1:00 pm

1:15

12.

13.

14.

Reconvene.

Update on the instream flow study proposal by the Department
of Interior, followed by Task Force discussion of scoping
involvement. (Iverson)

Task Force review/discussion of the FY1994 RFP with emphasis
on resolving the target employment group incentive points '
i{ssue.

Task Force discussion of changing present cyclical RFP systenm.
Specifically, discussion of what needs to be done and how the
USFWS should go about soliciting bids for work identified.

Break,.

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.

21.

Public comment.
Action: Task Force recommendation on level of involvement in
the scoping phase of Interior’s instream flow study.

Action: Task Force recommendation on how to incorporate the
target employment group criterion into the project proposal
ranking process. .

Action: Task Force recommendation on how to change the

cyclical RFP project selection process in order to identify
critical restoration needs and select projects to meet these

needs, :
Update on green sturgeon study by Hoopa Valley Tribe. (Orcutt)
Update on hatchery/wild stock review committee. (Reynolds)

Update on Klamath River Information System. (Bill Kier)

Lunch

22,

Evaluation report for all restoration projects funded by the
Task Force from FY1989 to date. (Alcorn)

23. U.S Forest Service will provide a briefing on the Klamath and

Six Rivers land management plans, if available. (Holder)
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1:45

3:00
3:15

3:30

5:00

1993

- Continued

24, ?roposed 1994 activities working toward achieving objectives

of the long range plan:

U.S. Department of Agriculture. (Holder)

U.S. Department of Interior. (Shake/Alcorn)

- U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service. (McInnis)

Hoopa Valley Tribe. (Orcutt)

Karuk Tribe. (Hillman)

Yurok Tribe. (Lara)

California Department of Fish and Game. (Reynolds)

Others (Counties, commercial or sport fishing communities,
etc.) :

Break

25.

26.

27.

28.

29,

Hatchery evaluation committee repoft. (Reynolds)

Public comment.

Recommendations for future agenda items.

Set meeting location for June, 1993 meeting. -

Set meeting dates and location for fall, 1993 meeting.

Adjourn meeting.
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ATTACHMENT 2
March 30, 1993 _ Upper Klamath River and Basin

Uppaer Klamath River and Basin

The City of Klamath Falls supports the ecosystem
restoration plan proposed by the Klamath Basin Water Users
Rssoc., as the most likely to address the problems and _
concerns that the Klamath River Task Force has noted in the
proposed amendment. This ecosystem plan is based on
scientific data and dcoes not have the impacts to the
economic stability of the upper basin communities as the
amendment appears to have. This is due to the fact that the
study that led to the original amendment did not adequately
address the uniqueness of the water quality parameters that
exist in the uppar basin and on which numerous water quality
and quantity studies have been conducted, :

As a background I would like to review briefly the
hydrolopical and water quality characteristics that are
unique to the watershed. First, the problems identified by
the Klamath River Task Force have been present ever since
the formation of the Upper Klamath Lake. The lake was
formed already eutrophic and remains so today. The _
so—called hyper-euthrophic condition that is said to exist
now is largely a result of the physical parameters of the
lake and its watershed, plus the impacts of the mono-culture
alpae growth, ,

The parameters involved are the depth of the lake and large
shallow bays and the slowness of flow from lake region down.
to the Keno stretch (Lake Ewauna) and the head of the
Klamath River. These result in higher water temperatures
that with the presence of the naturally high nutrient loads
of the water provide excellent conditions for algae growth
in the lake and the flatter sections of the river before

- Keno.-

Historic Perspective:

The Upper Klamath Lake and Klamath River Basin waters are
high in nutrients and, because of the flow regimes and
shallowness, have had temperature and low D.0. problems.
Both the 1854 Railrocad Survey and Fremont's report indicate
that during the summer when they were in the area there were
algae growth, smells and tastes typical of low D.0. in the
lake. The natural waters of the area are noted as being
high in nutrients and minerals i.e. phosphates, arsenic,
nitrates, etc.,. High pH's are also present in the surface
waters of Upper Klamath Lake and Lake Ewauna during the
periocds of high algal growth., This is due in part to the
biological impact of the algae on the CO2 and buffering
capacity of the water. Even with the impacts of irrigation
developments and man's presence, the natural background
levels of nutrients and the physical water parameters are
resporisible for the greatest amount of the concerns
expressed regarding the water quality in the Klamath River.
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Even back in the 19%50's and early 1960's, when there were
water quality concerns because of fish kills, waste water
discinarges from Cities and other rural areas (either from
treatment plants or septic systems), possible industrial
discharpges, and lopg storage occurring in Lake Ewauna. R
multiple year study concluded that: "The larpgest BOD
loadings in the Klamath River waters of Oregon come
predominantly from the natural aquatic life in Upper Klamath
Lake. The highest average BOD loadings occurred at the head
of the Link River.... This is (located) above all
significant domestic and industrial waste sources. ...
Chemical, physical and biological activities in Upper
Klamath Lake dominate the water quality of the Klamath _
River." "All of the man—made BOD loadings in the basin are
quite insignificant when compared to the BOD of naturally
occurring organic materials emitting from Upper Klamath
Lake. Lake Ewauna and the Klamath River down to Keno serve

‘ag @ giant oxidation lagoon for both natural and added BOD

locadings. " {Orepon State Sanitary Authority Final Report
1964) This same study noted that while there was a
definite D.0. sag sometimes in Lake Ewauna and the Klamath
River to Keno, there is complete recovery at the Big Bend

Power House station.
1t would appear that the D.0. problems plus temperature, .

foam and smell problems noted at Iron Gate and other
reservoirs are local phenomenon typical of reservoire and
algal populations and not the sole result of the Upper
Klamath Lake.

Present:

The Klamath River has been designated by Oregon DEQ as a
water quality limited stream, based primarily on the
nutrient locads, even though water quality limits are
predominantly due to naturally occcurring loads. DEQ has
been studying the river to establish the Total Maximum Daily
Loads to be placed on the river, but have not been able to
come up with appropriate limits. Existing waste water
discharges from the City of Klamath Falls treatment plant
are much less than existing background nutrient levels and
thus are actually diluting the nutrient load by about 3
million gallons a day. The City has even been studying to
see if it wants to continue to discharge to the river or if
it should remove this amount of "purer" water from the
system and just let the natural nutrients flow down the
river.

While there is no question that there are water quality

problems with the Upper Klamath Lake and the waters down to
Kerno, what is the Task Force going to do about the naturally
occurring quality problems that have been present since the
begirning of the River and watershed? The waters were rever
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pristine, pure watersi yet fish (Trout) still thrive in the
upper Klamath River. In fact John Fortune often refers to
the stretches below the Keno dam as " A blue ribbon trout.
fishery"” (personnel communication).. How could this be if
there were as severe a water quality problem as intimated by
the Task Force and its proposed amendment?
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T
Testlmony of Nell Kuonen <03)882-8386 ATTACHMENT 3
11800 Tingley Lane
Klamath Falls, Or 97603

hank you for this'opportunity.to provide input.

I was a Klamath Countv Commissioner for eight years, 1 am also the
immediate past Chairman and Federal Representative on the Klamath River
Basin Compact Commission. I offer these two facts as assurance to you
that I have bteen, and am now, still very interested and concerned for

the future of this freat btasin.
1 oppose the proposed amendment to your Restoration Plan. I was support-

ive of the plan as it was originally presented to me, I can no longer
offer that support without compromising the terms of the Klamath River
‘Basin Compact.

The Compact was designed by men of real vision and ratified by both
California and Oregon Legislatures and the Congress of the United States .
36 years ago. It has served the area well. The terms of the agreement
are specific and easily understood, The boundaries are specific and
easiiy determined. I have attached a copy of the Compact with a map
showing these boundaries. Because the terms of the Compact were given
any long discussions, written, reconsidered and rewritten 10 times in
as many years, I have enclosed an historical account for your information.
As it is equally important, I have attached a copy of the Re-Affirmation |
of the purposes of the Compact signed in 1990 by both the original members f
and the members of the Compact at that time. '
This information supporting the terms of the agreement'should convince
- even the most skeptical that the Compact did, and does, serve the needs
of the people of this basin. We cannot comply with both the Compact

and the amendment yYou are proposing.

In previous meetinss I have suggested that your restoration program,

as originally planned, and the Compact can and should work together for
the good of all. Your amendment is a violation of'the terms of the
Compact which is the law of the Upper Klamath River. I cannot support
the proposed amendment and again, respectfully, request that you return
to the position that allows cooperation rather than conflict, We should
be planning, together, for additional water storage so that in years
when we have good snow pack and rain, we can save it for better utiliza-

. tion of this precious resource.
Again, thank you for holding this meeting for public input.

D e
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“THE KLAMATH RIVER BASIN COMPACT"

( -

REFERENCES T0 THE COMPACT SAY "IT WAS RATIFIED BY THE STATES OF
GON AND CALIFORNIA AND THE CONGRESS IN 1957". PERIOD!

THAT'S A TRUE STATEMENT BUT IT OVERSIMPLIFIES A VERY COMPLEX COMPROMISE

THAT TOOK YEARS TO ACCOMPLISH. THE HISTORY OF THE COMPACT ACTUALLY

STARTS BACK AT THE TURN OF THE CENTURY.

THERE WERE LOTS OF PARTICIPANTS TO THE ISSUE.
PEOPLE PROM THE EAST AND MID-WEST WANTED TO OWN

THE UNITED STATES WANTED

TO SETTLE THE WEST..

' LAND, ONE OF THE MOST IMPORTANT DIFFERENCES IN LIVING HERE AND ANY

OTHER PLACE IN THE WORLD IS THAT HERE IN AMERICA ANYONE MAY OWN LAND,

WHEN THE SETTLERS FIRST LOOKED DOWN INTO THE KLAMATH BASIN - WHETHER
" THEY STOOD AT THE TOP OF GEARHART MOUNTAIN LOUKING WEST, OR AT THE TOP
OF WALKER MOUNTAIN, NORTH OF CRATER LAKE, LOOKING SOUTH, THEY DID NOT

THEY DID NOT SEE FAT CATTLE HAPPILY

THE BEAUTIFUL, MANICURED FARMS WE SEE TUDAY. THEY DID NOT SEE
iGRAIN FIELDS OR POTATO FIELDS.

“ GR.AZING IN GREEN PASTURES. _THE’Y SAW RIVER, MARSHES OR SAGE BRUSH.
BUT THEY SAW POUTENTIAL}

THE KLAMATH BASIN IS A HIGH DESERT. WE ARE RIGHT AT 4000' WITH AN
AVERAGE RAINFALL OF 14", THE SETTLERS SAW WATER ALRIGHT, THIS BASIN
IS BLESSED WITH WATER. THEY SAW WHAT IS NOW CALLED THE SYCAN, THE
SPRAGUE, THE WOOD & WILLIAMSON AND THE GREAT KLAMATH MARSH AND IN THE

OTHER DIRECTION, THE LOST RIVER AND ITS MANY TRIBUTARIES

AS MAN HAS DONE FROM THE BEGINNING, THEY BUILT THEIR SETTLEMENTS ON
THE RIVERS, THE ORIGINAL HIGHWAYS, THE WATER IN THE RIVERS SPRINGS
AND MARSHES WERE THEN, AND THEY ARE NOw, THE LIFE GIVING RESOURCE
WE CAN NOT LIVE WITHOUT. IN PARTS OF OUR WORLD THE POPULATION 1S

HRVE ALY, SEEN CITIES, OR AT LEAST PICTORIAL ACCOUNTS OF GREAT CITIES

‘JREASING BY 1 MILLION PEOPLE EVERY NINE MONTHS (USNEWS & WORLD REPORT 11/3¢

BURNED TO THE GROUND OR DESTROYED BY EARTHQUAKES THEY WILL BUILD

AGAIN -~ THEY RAISE UP FROM THE ASHES AS THE PHOENIX -~ BUT TAKE AWAY



THE WATER AND THE CITY WILL WITHER AND DIE, NEVER TO REVIVE. WE WILL
PERISH WITHOUT WATER. THE SETTLERS KNEW THAT.

THE PIONEERS OF THE KLAMATH BASIN HAD DREAMS. THEY ENVISIONED WHAT
COULD BE IF THEY COULD MANAGE THE WATER. IF THEY'COULD CONTROL THIS
WGIVER OF LIFE". WE'VE ALL SEEN THE TOTAL DEVASTATION OF FLOODS, AND
 THE TOTAL DESPERATIUN OF DROUGHTS. THE ANSWER IS MANAGEMENT. &S I
SAID, THE COMPACT HAS A COMPLEX HISTURY INVOLVING LOTS OF PLAYERS.

ABOUT 1904; PURSUANT TO THE RECLAMATION ACT OF 1902, THE BUREAU oF
RECLAMATION, AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIUR, FILED
"FOR ALL THE WATER RIGHTS IN THE KLAMATH BASIN, BY DEPIN1TION, "THE
UPPER KLAMATH RIVER BASIN" MEANS THE DRAINAGE AREA OF THE KLAMATH RIVER
AND ALL ITS TRIBUTARIES UPSTREAM FROM THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN THE STATES
OF CALIFORNIA AND OREGON AND THE CLOSED BASINS OF BUTTE VALLEY, R&D RUCK
VALLEY, LOST RIVER VALLEY, SWAN LAKE VALLEY AND CRATER LAKE,

WHY DID THEY FILE FOR THESE WATER RIGHTS? TO MAKE SURE THE LUCAL .

AREA BENEFITED FROM THE RESOURCE BEFORE THE WATER FLOWED DUWNSTREAM
FROM THIS BASIN! THIS WAS ONE OF THE FIRST RECLAMATION PROJECTS IN THE
UNITED STATES., CANALS WERE DUG, DAMS WERE CONSTRUCTED TO IMPOUND \'I;\TER :
AND THE BASIN TRULY CAME TO LIFE AS WE KNOW IT TODAY,

THE APPROPRIATION OF WATER BY THE BUREAU HOWEVER, LATER BROUGHT 1T INTO
POTENTIAL CONFLICT WITH THE CALIFORNIA-OREGON POWER COMPANY - CQPCO-
WHICH WAb THE FORERUNNER OF PACIFIC POWER AND LIGHT, cCOrcoO WANT‘ED A
HYDRO PLANT ON THE LINK RIVER AND HAD FILED APPLICATIOHS_ FOR ADDITIONAL
HYDRO PLANTS ON THE KLAMATH, WHAT WE NOW REFER TO AS THE J.C. BOYLE.
WAS ORIGINALLY CALLED THE BIG BEND PROJECT. T}IE'I: PLANNED FUR AND DID
ULTIMATELY' PLACE A SERIES OF DAMS ON THE KLAMATH RIVER.

BUT THE BUREAU HAD THE RIGHT TO DIVERT WATER FOR IRRIGATION. BOTH OF

THESE PROJECTS HAD FLOW REQUIREMEXRTS,

iN 1917, COPCO AND THE BUREAU ENTERED INTO A 50-YEAR CONTRAGCT PROVIDING
FOR THE LINK RIVER DAM TO CREATE WATER STORAGE IN UPPER KLAMATH LAKE,



' C0
Oy POR ITS DOWNSTREAM DEVELOFMENTS, THE BUREAU WOULD HAVE FIRST
| =~ 0 OYERATE THE KLAMATH PROJECT,

WOULD PAY FOR THE FACILITIES AND OPERATE THEM IN ORDER TO PROVIDE

CALL ON ALL WATER
RETURNING THE WATER TO THE RIVER ABOVE KENO. FOR THIS, CUPCU WOULD
PROVIDE ELECTRICITY TO THE PARTICIPANTS IN THE KLAMATH PROJECT AT

GREATLY REDUCED RATES. OUR NEIGHBORS TO THE SOUTH, OUPSIDE THE KLAMATH

PROJECT, PAY ABOUT BIVE. TIMES WHAT OUR FARMERS PAY BECAUSE OF THIS

AGREEMENT |

THE BUREAU-COPCO CONTRACT BECAME THE FOCUS OF DISCUSSIONS THAT ULTIMATELY

LED TO THE ADOPTION .OF THE KLAMATH RIVER BASIN COMPACT. IN THE 1940's

AND 50's COPCO PROCEEDED WITH THE DEVELOPMENT OF ITS HYDRO PLANTS ON

THE RIVER. THE FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, AS IT WAS CALLED IN THOSE DAYS,

LICENSED THE BIG BEND PROJECT (J.C.BOYLE) WITH THE CONDITION'THAT COPCO
N AN EXTENSION OF ITS CONTRACT WITH THE BUREAU, WHICH WAS TO EXPIR

IN 1967, THIS EXTENSION WAS NECESSARY TO ASSURE THAT THE LINK RIVER
DAM CONTINUED TO OPERATE TO MAKE WATER AVAILABLE TO DOWNSTREAM POWER

DEVELOPMENTS.

BY NOVW, BOTH OREGON AND CALIFORNIA IRRIGATION INTERESTS WERE CONCERNED
ABOUT WHO HAD WHAT RIGHTS AND HOW THE WATER WOULD BE DISTRIBUTED. BY
MID 1954 KLAMATH RIVER COMMISSIONS IN BOTH OREGON AND CALIFORNIA® WERE
FORMED T0 STUDY THE ISSUES. REPRESENTATIVES FOR OREGON WERE NELSON REED,
CHATRMAN FROM KLAMATH FALLS; JAMES KERNS, JR, VICE-CHAYRMAN FROM KLAMAH
FALLS: RALPH E. KOOZER, ASHLAND: HARRY PEARSUN, CHILUQUIN: AND GEORGE

' B, STEVENSON, OLENE. REPRESENTATIVES FROM CALIFORNIA WERE BERT PHILLIVs,
YRINITY COUNTY: JAMES STEARNS, MODOC COUNTY: NELSON BOWLES, HUHBOLDT CO:

b HARVEY BANKS, DIRECTOR OF CALIFORNIA WATER RESOURCES AND ELLIS LOUIE,

deU_COUNTY."MR. FRANK BANKS WAS THE FEDERAL REPRESENTATIVE OF

THE UNLTED STATES. |

MANY STUDIES WERE MADE OF HISTURICAL FLOWS OF THE RIVER AND THE QUANTITY

0¥ WATER NEEDED T0 SUPPORT THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS, MANY METINGS WERE



 HELD BY THE COMMISSIONS AND COMMUNITY ONGANIZATIONS. THROUGH THESE

YEARS Or DISCUSSIONS, HuT AND COLD, THE DETERMINED PrOPLE PERSERVERED,

"THE GOVERNMENT, THROUGH THE FEDERAL REPRESENTATIVE AND REPRESENTATIVES

OF BOTH OREGON AND CALIFORNLA THOUGHTFULLY AND WITH GREAT CONCERN FOR
THE MANY USES ¥OR THE WATER, HAMMERED OUT AN, AGREEMENT,

THE DRAFT UNDERWENT CONTINUED REVISIONS THROUGHOUT THE NEGUTIATION
PROCESS. BETWEEN MARCH 1955 AND THE FINAL PASSAGE IN APRIL 1957 THERE
WERE AT LEAST T&N DIFFERENT DRAFTS. AS NiW INFORMATION WAS MADE AVAIL-
ABLE, CHANGES WERE AGREED UPON AND MADE. THE EN» PRODUCT WAS A THOROUGH,
COMPREHENSIVE, AND MUTUALLY AGRkED UPON rOL1CY GUIDE..THE KLAMATH RIVER
BASIN COMPACT. IT HAS THE STATUS OF A STATUTE UF THE UNITED STATES AS
WELL AS A STATUTE U BOTH OREGON AND CALIFORN1A.

THE LANGUAGE OF THE DOCUMENT IS VERY SPECIFIC., IT SETS FORTH A rROGRAM
GOVERNING THE DEVELOPMENT AND USE FOR THE KLAMATH WATER. THE PURPUSES
ARE CLEARLY TO PROMOTE AND FACILITATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF FIVE PRIMARY

USEs: DUMESTIC; IRRIGATION; RECREATIUN, INCLUDING FISH AND wILDLIFE;
ANDUSTRIAL; AND HYDRUELECTRIC. IT WAS FURTHER SPECIFIC THAT IN YEARS

OF WATER SHORTAGE DUMESTIC AND IRRIGATION USE WOULD HAVE PRIORITY OVER
THE OTHER USES. THE COMPACT FURTHER GUARANTEES ADEQUATE WATER TO
IRRIGATE AN ADDITIONAL 300,000 ACRES OF LAND., 200,000 IN OREGON AND
100,000 IN CALIFORNIA. IT ALSO SAYS THAT EACH STATE MUST PROVIDE FOR

THE MOST EFFICIENT USE OF AVAILABLE WATER FOR OTHER BENEFICIAT, GSES.

BRIEFLY, LET ME SHOW YOU HOW THE WATER IS CONTROLLED BY REFERRING TO

THIS MAP. FROM CLEAR LAKE IN CALIFORNIA, THE LOST RIVER HAS ITS BEGINNING.
I? FLOWS NORTH THROUGH LANGELL VALLEY GATHERING WATER FROM MANY CREEKS

AND RIVERS. IT CIRCLES THROUGH OLENE GAP AND IIEADS BACK SOUTH THROUGH

MERRILL T0 THE TULE LAXE SUMP. THE KLAMATH RIVER STARDS -WITH HEAD WATER
FROM THE WILLIAMSON, VWO0OD & OTHERS THROUGH THE UPPER KLAMATH LAKE,
LINK RIVER AND LAKE EUWANA. = sOUryde*KLAﬁﬁTﬁ FhLﬂ§} 1§”§hE VERY
FUNCTIONAL AND UNIQUE DIVERSION CANAL. “POLLOWING THE HATURAL LAWS OF
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IT HAS BEEN SUGGESTED THAT THE COMPACT IS OUTDATED.

THE ONLY REASON THIS BASIN STILL HAS ADEQUATE WATER,
" ALL OF.US MUST HAVE A HEALTHY RESPECT FOR WATER RESUURCE MANAGEMENT,

10y, THIS CANAL CAN CAUSE THE VATER TO BE DIRECTED EITHER TO TULE

R KLAMATH RIVER, IT IS USED FOR FLOOD CONTROL, IRRIGATION OR

'PLUASURE, AS MANY PEOPLE AND LOTS OF BIRDS CATCH FISH THERE, -

THAT'S REAL MANAGEMENT!
IT ISN'T. IT IS

I SUGGEST THAT

- IF THOSE WATER RIGHTS HAD NOT BEEN FILED LONG AGO FOR OUR BENEFIT,
' YOU MAY BE SURE THAT AREAS NEEDING WATER WOULD HAVE AND WE'WOULD_HAVE

BEEN LEFT HIGH AND DRY!{

FOR MY EDUCATION ON THE COMPACT, I WOULD LIKE TO GIVE CREDIT TO MY
DEAR FRIEND, THE LATE SAM JOHNSON, OREGON REPRESENTATIVE, WHO WAS THE
PEDERAL REPRESENTATIVE AND COMPACT CHAIRMAN FROM 1976 to 1983; GEORGE

OR, LONG TIME CONSULTANT TO THE COMPACT COMHMISSION AND OHE, IF NOT
‘os'r KNOWLEDGABLE WATER LAWYERS IN THE COUNTRY: JIM KERNS, A MEMBER
OF THE ORIGINAL COMPACT COMMISSION: CARROL LOWE FOR HIS HISTORICAL RECORDS;
KIRK RODGERS AND BOB DAVIS OF THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION: RICK LIND AND
THE MANY FILES IN THE RESEARCH LIBRARY AT THE KLAMATH COUNTY HUSEUM.

ANY Of YOU WHUO HAVE THE IRTEREST AND TIME.WQULD GREATLY ENJOY GOLNG
THROUGH THE MUSEUM'WATER FILES. THEY HAVE HAND WRITTEN LETTERS, SPEECHES
AND NOTES OF NELSON REED AND GEORGE STEVENSUN, THE ORIGINAL MEMBERS OF
THE COMPACT AND SOME FANTASTIC PICTURES Oﬁ "HOQ IT REALLY WAS",
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ATTACHMENT &

ROB WATERFOWL & EAGLES TO
PAY PAUL

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the Opponunny 10 express the views of our
association {0 your Klamath River Fisheries Resloration Task Force My
name is Frank Goodson | am President of KLAMATH BASIN WATERFOWL
ASSOCIATION. a newly formed group headquartered in Tulelake. Califormia.

ABOUT KLAMATH BASIN WATERFOWL ASSOCIATION
Since KLAMATH BASIN WATERFOWL ASSOCIATION (KBWA) 1s omy 7
months old. let me tell you a little of what we are about. At present we have a
membership 260 strong. Our membership, though small. 1s rapidly growing
and is also backed by 2.400 petition signatures of hunters seeking continued
and better waterfowl habitat and betler waterfowl hunting in Upper Klamath
Basin (the portion of the Basin upstream from lron Gate Dam).

KBWA was established for the express purposes of helping 1o maintain and to

enhance waterfowl habitat, waterfowl populations-and waterfow! hunting In’

Upper Klamath Basin. We're essentially a local group. At least our interests
are local, confined 1o the Upper Basin, both sides of the states boundary Our
membership. though, is more than local. We have members from all parts of
California and Oregon and 4 other slates.

KBWA's CONCERNS
The reason that | am making this statement to you, today, is to let you know
that we of KLAMATH BASIN WATERFOWL ASSOCIATION are very
concerned that inclusion of Upper Klamath Basin, as described in your
Cctober 1992 amendment could lead to the loss and decline of waterfowl
gabltat waterfowl populations and Bald Eagle populations of Upper Ksamath
asin

More specificly. if the limited water supplies historically used in the Upper
Basin (by farms. ranches. duck clubs and federal and state waicrfowi
refuges) are reduced by any amount for any reason (including for fishenes
rehabilitation efforts) then the habitat and thus the populations of waterfowl
and Bald Eagles in the Upper Basin will be commensurately reduced

Presented by Frank Goodson, President, Klamath Basin Waterfowl
Association at the Klamath River Basm Fisheries Task Force
Meeting in KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON, MARCH 30, 1993. For
additional  information  contact Klamath Basm Waterfowl
Association, phone 503 884~9849 or write P.0. Box 1029, Tulelake,
California 96134 _ o :
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If you take a portion of the Upper Basin's imited water supply then you will ‘
Iterally be robbing waterfowt and eagies to pay Paui (fish). '

WATERFOWL & EAGLE YALUES OF UPPER KLAMATH BASIN LANDS

in reviewing the LONG RANGE PLAN FOR THE KLAMATH RIVER BASIN
CONSERVATION AREA FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM. January

1891 andthe DRAFT UPPER KLAMATH RIVER BASIN AMENDMENT dated
Oclober 1392 | was taken back by the complete lack of discussion of the
value and imporance of Upper Basin agriculture and refuge lands to the
waterfowl and Bald Eagles of the Pacitic Flyway. As a wildlife biologist of 28
years standing, let me present a summary. '

Upper Klamath Basin, including the private pasture tands, the pnvate gramn
and potato lands and the agriculture and marsh lands of state and federal
wildlife refuges combined are the most important single waterfow! habitat
area in the Pacific Flyway. The Upper Klamath Basin is the hour-glass
constriction of the Pacific Flyway. Loss of habitat in this area will directly affect
birds using the whole flyway. and would impact m(ernatnonal treaties and
endangered specnes

Some people perceive that only "marshland" is "good” waterfowi habitat  This
is not true, of course. Geese and shorebirds especially use the pasture gain
and potato lands of the farms and ranches. Ducks heavily use the grain
lands. Even the refuges grow these same crops. though they are taking
some crops out of production now for creation of new wetlands. relying on the
continuation these crops by agriculture interests nearby.

Bald Eagles, incidentally rely on the heavy concentrations of waterfow! in the
area dunng December through February each year as an easy source of
protein. Up to 900 eagles inhabit the area each winter for this reason aione.
Tllns is the biggest concentration of Eagles in North America. outside of
Alaska.

WATER ALLOCATION PROBLEMS

This past year the Bureau of Reclamation, in its effort to allocate the limited
water supply in Upper Klamath Basin, developed "A®, "B", and "C" categories
of water users, based on "water contract priorities or existence". At nsk of
over simplifyingthe situation.......... thisiswhatthe results were. The "A" users
received almost all the water they needed for this years crops. The "B" users
received less per acre than the "A" users, i.e., definitely not quite all that they
needed. The private land "C" users received no water at all. The refuge "C"
users, recetved some water.




Presumably, if the Klamath River Fishenes Task Force 1s successtul in takirg
existing water from the Upper Basin users, as you've suggested in your repon
and correspondence. then it will be the “C" and "B"” users who would take the

lumps again.

Well who are the "C" users and what do they grow. They are local Klamath
Basin farmers with approximately 10,000 acres under cultivation, growing
pasture, grain, some potatoes and some wetlands for duck clubs  They are
also the Tulelake and Lower Klamath Lake Natonal Wildhife Refuges,
consisting of approximately 90,000 acres. The "B" users (30,000 acres?) are
likewise growing mostly grain and pasture. Essentially all the *B ana C" lands.
as they are presently managed, are critical waterfowl habitat to the Paciiic

Flyway.
ROBBING PETER TO PAY PAUL

In shont, these are all important waterfow! lands. No one cain take water
historically used on these Upper Basin lands without having an extraordinarily
negative impact on wateriow! and eagle poputations. The impact would be
sufficiently negative, | believe, to tngger creation of a tuture Congressionat
Resolution requinng a 20 year "Klamath River Basin Waterfowi Task Force" to
rehabilitate the walerfowl. Robbing Peter to Pay Paul, in this case, would be
expensive. unreasonable and a waste of tax payer's money.

JOIN US IN "ANOTHER" WAY
There is another way. - A way to leave the walter presently used in the Upper
Basin to those who are now using it.................... while obtainingnewwaterfor
the fisheries restoration. | -

That other way., of course. isto deVel'op additional water storage reservoirs in
the Upper Basin to provide "new” water for all purposes, inciuding tisheries.

KBWA pledges itself 10 join the Bureau of Reclamation and others in séeking
Congressional authorization for such a water storage project. We ask that
your Fishenes Task Force join us inthis authornzation endeavor, too.

We ask also, that you forgo efforts to seek the waler presently and
historically used by the "A", "B" and "C" users of Upper Klamath
Basin water. The lands that have been using the waler should
continue to use it unabated.

Incidentally, if you attended the Klamath River Fisheries Task Force meeting
In Yreka on November 5, 1992 you would probably conclude that my
comments now are not much changed from those | gave beiore your group

on that day. That's true, and its because your more recent Oraft EIS didi't

address any of the concems | brought up at that time.

-3-



REPRESENTATION FOR UPPER KLAMATH BASIN

If tcould, I'd like to speak a moment about fair represemation of Upper Basin
people, Inthe event you do incorporate our area in your study as suggesied.
According to your Draft EIS, the Upper Klamath Basin contains 5302 000
acres and the Lower Kiamath Basin and Trnintty River Combined contain
4292 000 acres Thus of the total 10,010,000 acres in the KiamathRiver
Basin, the Upper basin contains 53% of the total. | request theietore. thai i
there is an inclusion of the Upper Basin into your study that at least 535 of the
representatives on your Task Force be from the Upper Basin ... ana that
some of those representatives represent waterfow! hunting interesis.

Thank you again for the opportumty 1o express our comments Your
consideration is appreciated.
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P.O. Box 210, Arcats, CA 98521
March 1, 1993

Honorable Gerry E. Studds

Chairman, Merchant Karine and Fisheries Committee
U.S. House of Representatives

Room 1334, Longworth House Office Bullding
Washington D.C. 20515-6230 '

Dear Mr. Studds,

-1t is an honor and a privilege to address your committee on
the status of Pacific salmon stocks in northwestern California and
how taking an ecosystem approach to river management might help to
restore them. My comments are offered as those of the Humboldt
Chapter of the American Fisheries Society for which I served as
principal author of Factors Threatenipg Northern California Stogks
with Extinction (Higgins et al. 1992). This work characterized the
risk of stock extinctions of chinook salmon, coho salmon, steelhead
and coastal cutthroat trout in rivers from the Russian River north
to the Oregon border, including the Klamath and Trinity Rivers and
their tributaries. I also rely on my experience as a consulting

fisherles biologist in helping to write the ng R an fo
Klamath River Basin Fisheries Conservation Area (USFWS 19%91). This

plan takes a watershed approach to preserving biodiversity and
guides your $40 million, twenty year effort to restore anadronous
fisheries to that river (Higgins and Kier 19%2). Y will offer
comments only on river systems for which Y have direct knowledge.g:%és
The text will be in response questions that 1 recelved in
preparation for ny testimony on March 9, 1993 before -your
committee.

1) What is your assessment of the condition of-the river systems 1in
the Pacific Northwest undar the present management regime?

In my work for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (1591) on
the Klamath River, 1 characterized it as "severely ecologically
‘stressed." The lower river has been filled in by 20-30 feet of
sediment, flows have been reduced by dams which decreases the
river’s ability to flush itself, and river temperatures in late
summer exceed 75 degree F. The source of the river in southsrn
Oregon is Upper Xlamath Lake which has deteriorated to the point
that it has experienced massive fish kills and some of its endenmic
fish fauna are going extinct. The South Fork of the Trinity RivVeF
is the largest Wild and Scenic River basin in Ccalifornia without a
‘ dam, yet it is in a similar condition to the Klamath. Chronic

problems with high sediment delivery keep riparian zones fronm
recovering, inhibit production of invertebrates which reduces
available food for juvenile salmonids,~and -result -in-unstable
spawning gravels, Haximum summer water temperatures  in the lower
South Fork Trinity in 1991 teached 81 degrees -F, ‘which 4is lethal .
for salmonids. . o
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All other major river systems in our area, with the exception
of the Smith River, have similar problems to . those described above.
The Eel River is the fourth largest salmon and steelhead producer
in California, but there is some prospect that these species may be

lost from the river. Ercsion problems in the Eel watershed are

immense, with an estimated 60 feet of material deposited over the
old river bed from past flood events. According to U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service reports, the main stem of the Eel River as
recently as 1959 could support 140,000 pairs of spawning salmon but
today the main stem of the river is no longer suitable for
spawning. The river relied primarily on its healthy tributaries to
support anadromous fish after past floods, but those have recently
been severely damaged by logging.

" All smaller coastal river basins in the region have had
similar problems with sedimentation due to extrewmely unstable
geologic conditions in our region coupled with disturbances related
to industrial timber practices. The high sediment locad of almost
all northwestern California Rivers has caused estuaries to f{ll.
The estuary of the Eel River for example has shrunk by over 50
percent since 1950 (Higgins 1991). These important habitats serve

as nursery areas for salmonid juveniles, such as chinook salmon,

and marine species such as Dungeness crab.

The ecological changes in the rivers of our region result in
conditions under which introduced exotic, warm water fish species
may thrive. Green sunfish were found to be successfully reproducing
in the South Fork of the Trinity River during the recent, prolonged
drought. There is sone evidence that these fish are predating upon
juvenile steelhead. Sacramento squawfish were introduced to the Eel
River a decade ago and have since spread throughout the entire
river basin. These fish are predacious and have experienced almost
an exponential cycle of growth. Plunging salmon and steelhead
populations in areas of the basin first colonized by squawfish
suggest that they have had a devastating impact.

In areas further south or in interior river basins, impacts
may come largely from agricultural activities. The Shasta River,
which has alwvays been a substantial contributor to Klamath chinook

salmon production, is now almost unsuitable for these fish. Lack of .

riparian cover and depletion of flows for irrigation have caused
the river to rise to 90 degrees F in summer. Lack of riparian
fencing also allows livestock direct access to the river resulting
in excessive nutrient loading. Dissolved oxygen in summer has been
measured at 2.4 ppm, which is lethal to salmonids. The Russian
River to the south has a complex set of problems related to flow
depletion for farming and vineyards, sub-urban development, and
excessive gravel extraction.

2) What are the essential attrzbutes of healthy watersheds and fish
habitat? what - is ‘role that -riparian-areas play in_ promoting .

"ecosystem health” as ~~ell as providing blgh quality rxsh habitat?
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Since 1 will be addressing your committee with such scholars
as Dr. James Sedell, 1 will only offer my ascessment of what
healthy vatersheds remain in my region. Those rivers that flov from
Wilderness or Roadless Areas on U.S. Forest Service lands such as
Smith River, Wooley Creek, Dillon Creek, Clear Creek, upper Blue
Creek, lower Hayfork Creek, New River, and the North Fork of the
Trinity River are the only systems that possess high quality fish
habjtat at this time. The attributes that all these watersheds

‘share are: no or few roads or if they are roaded then roads are

well designed, diverse vegetative cover including lots of oclder age
conifers, sufficient large woody debris adjacent to streams to
provide for natural recruitment, and the absence of large numbers

of livestock or heavy mining activity.

I an sure that the role of healthy rxparxan zones in forested
lands will also be covered by the testimony of Dr. Sedell, but I
would like to make sure that such attributes are not overlooked on
streams through alluvial valleys, such as the Shasta River.
Undercut banks beneath root masses of riparian trees provide the
best fish habjitat in these valley streams which were once the most
productive of fish habitats. Stream side trees provide shade to
these rivers, moderating stream temperatures, and prevent bank
erosion which preserves valuable agricultural land. Open access for
cattle to stream side areas for over 100 years has destroyed
riparian vegetation. This often leads to down-cutting of streams
which can result in a drop in the local water table and a reduction

in the productxvxty of the land.

3) Are existing management regimes on state, federal, and private
land adequate to prevent further degradation of watersheds and fish
habitat? If not, are there statutory or administrative barriers
that would hinder changes in management regimes for rivers? Are
there other barriers (economic, social, or political) that might

also create problems?

Current management regimes have alwost completely failed to

' prevent watershed and stream degradation and further dampage is

lixely without fundamental change. Some barriers to sound
managerent require administrative changes while others necessitate

legislative action.

Public Forest Lapds: While the U.S. Forest Service has shown
increasing recognition of the problems 1leading to decline of
fisheries resources, implementation of meaningful change to prevent
future damage varies from one forest to another, Six Rivers
National Forest has been under scrutiny by an active environmental
community and has therefore implemented some very progressive
policies with regard to tiwber harvest on erodible terrain.
Adjacent forests, where local communities were prxmarlly interested
in timber extractlon, have shown less sensxt1v1ty in the past to

fisheriea and wildlife issues.;_ff- T LT

All National Forests-have been caught {n the conflict ot
"getting the cut out" to generate revenue, knowing that the last
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patches of merchantable timber are on increasingly steep and
unstable ground. Past practices have lead- to over-cutting which
means that a period of light tinbter extraction and re-investment in
the productivity of the land must begin. The USFS must move away
from token fisheries projects such as channel manipulations and
move toward a more sound ecological approach. The primary barrier
to better management on USFS lands seem to be administrative but
the fundamental changes needed may be difficult without major

changes in staff. Speczfxc legislative protection of the best

Pacific salmon refugia is necessary at this time, however.

Private Forest Lapds: Current logging practices on private land in
California cowmpletely ignore concerns for cumulative effects.
Recent disturbances on private timber lands have set the stage for
substantial degradation to stream habitats which will be triggered
by the next major storm event. While Six Rivers National Forest has
withdrawn all its lands from timber harvest in Grouse Creek (South
Fork of the Trinity), all timber harvest plans on private land
continue to be¢ approved. Some watersheds with unstable geologic
conditions have experienced disturbance levels from 60-80 percent
in a decade despite warnings from scientists of extreme risk of
soil loss associated with such practices.

The California Department cf Forestry has allowed clear cut
timber harvesting in steep, inner gorge areas that pose greatest
risk of sedimentation to stream channels. Large coniferous trees
are often removed from riparian zones when steep slopes or
deciduous trees provide shade to streams; only stream temperature
was considered when current rules were formulated. Humnboldt AFS has
appraised the California Board of Forestry, both at hearings and in
writing, about the potential loss of stocks of salmon in streanms
effected by industrial timber practices. Our requests that
watersheds harboring stocks at risk be designated as Sensitive
Watersheds under Forest Practices Rules have received no response.
Other aquatic species in our region, such as tailed frogs
(Asclepius truei) and Olympic salamanders (Rhvacotriton olympicus)

are also at risk of extinction but CDF has no plan to protect them.

California Forest Practices Rules have failed several times
over the course of a decade to be approved as Best Management
Practices under the Clean Water Act. Currently, the EPA delegates
authority over control of non-point source pollution to the
California State Water Resources Control Board. Humboldt AFS
additions of streams impacted by non-point source pollution to the
list of impalred water bodies in 1988 showed that the system of
delegation is not working. The SWRCB fajled to include many of
these water bodies in their data base without justification but the
EPA then forced them to reconsider. Host of the streams were
ultimately included. It seems that a stronger, direct enforcement

(V1]
e
o

role for the U.§, Environmental Protection Agency in oversight of 7~
timber harvest should be considered during the re- authorization of .

the Clean Water Act.
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Private pgricultural lands: Stream degradation due to agricultural
practices and flow depletion have both administrative and statutory

barriers. The California State Water Resources Control Board has
the authority to prevent water users from wvasting water but actions
are only initiated when a complaint i{s filed. Any riparian land
owner in California may begin to extract water without any permit
from the SWRCB at any time. This antigquated water law needs
revision if we are to maintain fisheries resources in the face of
increasing development in the state. Ground water extraction is
almost completely unregulated in the state, yet if aquifers are
drawn down, streams may dry up and riparian zones may die. I am
unaware of any statutes that prevent over-grazing that leads to
stream degradation due to loss of riparian vegetatjon. Non-point
source pollution from stock may be a violation of the Clean Water
Act but no enforcement action has been initiated in our area.

There is a misperception at present in rural communities that
"private property rights reign supreme over public trust resources.
These local interests groups sae only short term economic gains or
losses and are reluctant to entertain more sustainable land use
practices. Thinking people, however, are recognizing that we must
change. A major economic engine for over-cutting of our forests is
an almest unlimited international market for wood products. In the
past, when markets were primarily domestic, recessions led to
decreased demand for wood products and a slow down in the rate of
logging on public and private land. Free market economics can no
longer be relied upon as a moderating influence on forest harvest.

4) what management technigues are available to maintain and restore
high quality watersheds that will sustain harvestable, naturally
- spawning fish populations?

1 support the watershed approach toe fisheries and river\\
restoration currently being advanced by Mr. Robert Doppelt of
Pacific Rivers Council, who joins me on thils pE%ETT*I“EKEEIar \
approach is endorsed in the Klawmath Plan (USFWS 1991). The most \
cost effective wmethod of restoring streams impacted by
sedimentation is to stabilize upland areas and allow streams to
flush during subsequent high flows. While implementation of such a
strategy should move forward on public lands immedliately, there is
a great need for similar activities on private lands as well. No
public money should be spent on private lands, however, until there
is fundamental reform of timber harvest practices.

3

Because the landscape is s0 fragmented at this point and
rivers in such bad ecological health, I belleve it is prudent to
place the watersheds which serve as refugia for the last viable

Pacific salmon populations in permanent reserves. No restoration
will be possible in the future if the last gene resources that
exist in lightly impacted or undisturbed watersheds are lost. We
rmust also develop long term strategies -based on desired —future
conditions of riparian areas so that stream health'can be restored.
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Widespread implementation of water conservation measures is

needed throughout California. Leaky irrigation ditches, often in
use since before the turn of the century, lead to a tremendous
waste of water. If efficiency of water use wvere increased by
{mplementation of water conservation weasures, we could maintain
agricultural productivity and regain public trust resources such as
fish and water quality. Riparian restoration in agricultural lands
is essential if we are to restore salmon and steelhead. Although
many times fish are spawned and rear in steep areas above alluvial

valleys, they must successfully migrate through these valley

reaches if they are to complete their 1life cycle. Restoring
riparian zones only requires cattle exclosures and tree planting.
Federal programs should be made available to farmers and ranchers
who willingly participate in such programs.

The marshes surrounding Upper Klamath Lake must be restored if

wve are to reverse the condition of the lake and prevent the

\ extinction of its fishes. If water guality problems in the lake are

not reversed, the entire Klamath River restoration program is

jeopardized. Water conservation measures and riparian restoration
on tributaries feeding the lake also must be implemented.

I am curxently helping to put together a model program for the
Klamath River basin, using the EPA Reach File, to make information
on fisheries and water quality readily available to professionals
as well as the interested public. When the Klamath EPA Reach file
is complete, fisheries biologists from any agency will be able to
access information in minutes before consultations on a land use
project that now takes several hours or several days of research.
Agencies or individuals will be able to access information on the
history and problems in a watershed to better understand potential
impacts of a project they are proposing. To succeed in restoring
the ecological health of all our water bodies, we must begin to
take a more systematic approach to managing and sharing
information, : .

S5) Are there economic benefits to . mpanaging rivers on an ecosystem
basis, compared to our current piecemeal approach?

It is difficult to gauge the worth of preserving self-
perpetuating salmon, steelhead and trout stocks. When these fish
return to healthy watersheds, they reproduce at no cost to the
public. Estimates by the Pacific Fisheries Management Council in
1983 showed that 1,225,000 chinook salmon alone should be produced
by natural spawning in the Pacific Northwest. If properly managed,
this should lead to a harvestable surplus of twice that number of
chinook salmon annually in perpetuity. Because this economic pulse
is sustainable, the value of all Pacific salmon species when one
considers direct value of fisheries and tourlsm related to fishing
is immense. Our large river systems suffered trermendous impacts in
the past from hydraulic mining yet they were producing tremendous
bounties of fish after recovery was allowed.
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There is also economi¢ benefits to waking a transition to
sustalpable land and water management. Soll resources are the basis
of all silvicultural productivity. By acting to prevent tremendous
soil losses, we will maintain the future productivity of our
forests. If we move tc help farwmers and ranchers {nvest {n
increased efficiency of water use, they can xeet their water needs
while allowing more water for fish and other public benefits. With
the specter of continuing drought cycles, it is prudent that we
make this investment regardless, Healthy riparian 2ones can reduce
the risk loss of valuable agricultural land during future floods as
well as playing an integral part in fisherles restoration.

We are now faced with the very real prospect of widespread
extinction of Paciflc salmon stocks. As a nation, we are all

- concerned about our current budget deficit and what portion of that

debt we will leave to our children. If we fail to act decisively to
save Pacific salmon, what will be the economic and cultural deficit
that we leave to future generations? Continuing our haphazard
approach will mest certainly lead to the demise of these fish. The
public recognjizes the value of Pacific salmon and healthy river
systems and will support sound solutions. The time for laadership

has arrived.

fs, chafrman
Concerns Comnmittee

Environmen
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From: Don Russell. President of the Klamath Basio Water Users
Protecus e Association. '

Masch 10, 1993

“I'hank you for the opportunily to review the letter from Patrick |
igging, Chairman of the Fnvironmental Concerns Committee, Humboldt
Chaptet, Awercan Fisheries Sociely. .

As you know our Association agrees with a comprebensive
ecosysteru approach to the vared enviroumental and industry problems
facing the Upper and Lower Klamath River Basins. Our Association has
instituted a grass roots approach which is receiving widespread support by

~the publication of the "Initial Hcosystem Restoration Plan l‘or ‘The Upper
Klamath River Basin." You have received a copy of the Plan, and I'm
enclosing a copy of the Executive Summary for your immediate reference.
1 amn also sending a complementary copy of the Plau to Mr. Higgins. It iy
explicit in the Plan that the Upper Klamath River Basin ecosystem
restoration should be coordinated with cfforts regarding the Lower
Klamath River. '

Any ecosystem approach should demounstrate extensive local
involvement, such as is that being initiated in the Upper Klamath River Basin.

The Upper Klamath River Basio is unique to most river systems, in

~ that therc is Uewendous interaction of the ecosystem and use of its watcr
prior to the water leaving the Upper Basin at a single point, the Klamath
River at Keno. Included in this interaction are several National and State
Wildlife Refuges (including a significant water source for the Pacific
flyway, white pelicans and peregrine falcon), the largest winter
concentration and feeding grounds in the contiguous United States for the
bald eagle, tremendous agricultural production and recreational use
including several Wilderness Areas. Further complicating the Upper Basio -
is the delivery, use aud re-use of the water within the Klamath Project,
Burcan of Reclamation; this includes several Wildlifc Refuges interspersed
with agricultural deliveries. The bald eagles feed on the wildfow!l which in
turn feed in part on the winter irrigated farm land.

» ‘The Upper Klamath River Basin has numerous takes, rivers,
maishlands, springs, streams and storage arcas; all water leaves the Upper



B A N A Moo, Crt R AT Ay LRt s oy

Basin at Keno; this unigne system has been likened 1o "a tiver in reverse,”
where the delta like developmuent ocenrs in the Upper Basin.

The dominant luke in the Upper Klaath River Basincis the Upper
Ktamath [ake, which, in relation to lake ccology, is inits twilight years.
Over the centuries, the Upper Klamath Lake bas filled with natweal
nuttients and is now quite shallow. Not apparent in Mr. Higgius letter is
Uie fact that this overall progression is probably not reversible by man's
eflorts, although we do have many suggestions and projects developed to
hetp the situation. In addition, the management opportunities in the Upper
Kiamath River Basin, may be able to overcome many difliculties faced by
all, including the water and flow to downsticin. One of the things leaned
in past years is the high temperature the water naturnlly oblains in the
shallow watcis of the Upper Klamath Lake and how unthoughtful releascs
can hurt the saliwouids downstream.

and the processes expected to follow can he used as a good averall
approach to envirotmental problems. We have all lemmed the limitations
of putting "blinders”™ on and dealing with one problem while ignoting other
1 problems possibly caused by our short-terw solutions.

We have been told that our Association's cosystein Restoration Flan l

One of our worries is that huge amounts of marsh restoration may
improve habitat for artificially introduced fish that are predators of the
sucker fish designated endangerced voder the ESA. Our pilot projects of
marsh restoration should be implemented and stidlied, so that onr decisions

| in the future will be a help rather than hiudrance (o the ecosystem.

| It is important to note that the Feosystem approach of the Upper
Klamath River Basin should he encontaged and alfow us to coordinate with

efforts that may be progressing dowpstream.

Thank you for this opportunity to give input.

.)_ of 2
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Comments on Pat Higgins' March 1, 1993 letter to Chairmoan Stubbs

Many of his statements concerning the potential adverse eflects of land and water development

on fishery resources are very general in nature (e.g., "severe ecologically stressed™). Modem-
Jday natural resource sciznce has advanced beyond the broad generalizations of this nature and
has focused on developing the factual scientific basis to fully understand cause-and-effect
phenomena. The broad generalizations are usually used by eavironmental advocacy
organizations rather than modem-day scientists. One example he uses is "those (tributaries)
have recently been severely damaged by logging”. This in an inaccurate and unscientific
chatacterization of the issue. Although everyone now recognizes that historical logging
practices caused severe habitat degradation, stream habitat degradation of that nature resulting -
from modein-day lopging practices is extremely rare or noun-existent in that region. Mr.
Higyins' apparently does not recognize that, in terms of effects on aquatic ecosystems, there is
a broad middle ground between historical logging practices and modem-day logging pmctices'
Much of this letter appears at though its was written many decades ago; it does not recognize
major advancements in improvements to land and water management practices which have
significantly reduce or eliminate adverse envitonmental impacts. -

ost of his stalements are opinions and should be recognized as just that. ‘His letter is non-
ctual and non-scientific in nature. His Jetter appears to be simply a statement from an
environmental activist perspective and not from an environmental scientist’s perspeclive: There
is nothing wrong with that, as long as it is place in proper context of the issues.

Much of the information presented in his "Factors Threalening Northern California Stocks with
Extinction” is very general in nature; the paper lacks many specific scientific facts,

Many of his statements have popular appeal, are generally adinirable, yet lack substance. They
are along the line of popular statements such as "Let's all work together to clean up the
environment",

Higgins is known to be a strong advocate promoting endangered species listings for individual
salmon runs without adequate scientific knowledge of the true genetic integrity of the runs
(stocks) or run sizes. Hz is known to be a "splitter” rather than a "Jumper” when it comes to
endangered species. For example, he is a believer that individual small streams within a larger
stream or river possess unique, genetically distinct stocks of fish and should be consideted
separately for endangered species listings. He Is not a geneticist. His “philosophies” are hot
supported by many prestigious fish geneticists (e.g., Dr. Graham Gall).

He states that the South Fork of the Trinity River is in a similar condition to the Klamath
River. Thls statement exemplifies his lack of sclentific knowledge and expertise on both river
systemis. The specific factors affecting fish populations (e.g., specific land and water
anagement practices) are radically different in each watershed, as are the complex ecological
processes within each basin (i.e., "apples and oranges" comparison). For example, the flora
and fauna, climate, hydrology, geomorphology, and stteam flow regime are very dissimilar.
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- He should be asked to provide quantitative estimates to support his statement of "massive fish
kills® in Upper Klamath Lake. This appears to be another example of a broad, non-factual

generalization.

Ile has some strong. unfounded statements against the professionalism of the California
Department of Forestry. In all faimess to that agency, their 1epresentatives should have an

opportunity to respond to his statements.

His statement "The marshes swrounding Upper Klamath Lake must be restored if we are to-

reverse the condition of the lake and prevent the extinction of its fishes” lacks scientific basis
and demonstrates Jack of understanding of the complex ecological processes in the basin. At
this point in time, all knowledgeable scientists on this topic recognize that this is a hypothesis

(i.e., unproven), not a scientific fact.
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE: DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

POST OFFICE BOX 1016 POST OFFICE BOX 282
HAPPY CAMP, CA 96039 : ORLEANS, CA 95556
(916) 493-5308 (916) 627-3446 FAX (916) 627-3448
POSITION STATEMENT OF THE |
KARUK TRIBE

MARCH 3, 1993

The Karuk Tribc is a sovereign aboriginal people, that have lived on their
own land since long before the European influx of white men came to this
continent.  We are a Fcderally Recognized Indian Tribe with over 3,000
tribal members.  The Tribal Executive Council is the formally constituted
governing body of thc Karuk Tribe, entrusted with a responsibility to

protect, preserve and promote the ceremonial, subsistence and economic

fishing rights of the Karuk people.

The Tribe belicves that the federal government not only has a trust
responsibility to deal with the basin Tribes on a government to
government basis, but also a trust duty to protect the natural resources
upon which the Tribes of the basin are wholly dependent.  This federal
trust obligation imposes strict fiduciary standards on the conduct of
executive agencies, not limited to the Bureau of Indlan Affairs, in their
dcalmgﬁ with Indian Tribes.

In years past the Karuk Tribe has developed, and continues to maintain, an
ongoing presence and involvement in water management issues affecting
the Klamath river and its tributaries. In 1992, the Karuk Tribe assumed a
more pro-active role in water management issues on the Klamath river.
This pro-active role by the Tribe was stimulated by six consecutive years
of drought coupled with three successive years of critically low spawner
cscapements to the Klamath river., The combijnation of these two factors

alone threatens the future v1ab111ty of all Klamath River Basin anadromous‘

fish populations.

The Karuk Tribe is a member of the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task
Force (Task Force), which was created in 1986 (P.L. 99-552 the Klamath
Act) and charged with the task of devclopment and implementation of the

POSITION STATEMENT ON THE PROPQSED
KLAMATH RIVER INSTREAM FLOW STUDY
KTOC 7 DNR 7 393 £2
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Klamath River Restoration Program, in coordination with the Secretary of

“the Interior. The Task Force has explicitly recognized the need for an

instream [low study of the Klamath River in their Long Range Restoration
Plan.

The Karuk Tribe, acting through its appointed rcpresentative to the
Klamath Task Force, initiated the letter from the Task Force to the
Secretary of the Interior, requesting that the minimum flows required by

the FERC license agrecment with PP&L be upheld.

The Tribe was actively involved and played a lead role in negotiations with
the Bureau of Reclamation and thc agriculltural community to secure an
increase in water flows below Iron Gate Dam for adult fish migration.
Further, the Tribe was instrumental in thc cffort to bring the Klamath
Compact Commission out of the shadows and into the forefront of the
currcnt water crisis facing the Klamath River Basin.

Yet, following on the beels of our active involvement in Klamath River

water management issues, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S.
Burcau of Reclamation began to formulate an instream flow study without
our involvement. The Karuk Tribe was pever invited.to participate in the
earlier instrcam flow study meetings and we were told by Ron Iverson in
November that the study proposal was completed and being forwarded to
William Shake’s office for bis signaturc.

We are dismayed that the U.S. Fish apd Wildlife Service and the U.S.
Burcau of Reclamation failed to recognize our rightful role in the decision
making process. Over half of the area covered by the proposed Klamath
River instream flow study is located within our Aboriginal Territory .

(Attachment 1).

Also, we have not received a written response to our letter of January 28,
1993 to Mr. Wayne White (USFWS), and are suspicious of your instream
flow study motives given your actions to date. However, we are
cncouraged by your invitation to participate in this preliminary scoping
meeling, and we are willing to participate in good faith provided that all
of our concerns are clearly, openly and sincerely addressed by the relevant
agencies in the future. .

POSITION STATEMENT ON THE PROPOSED
KLAMATH RIVER INSTREAM IFLOW STUDY
KTOC / DNR / 393 #2
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United States Department of the Interior

F1ISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Klamath River Fishery Resource Office
P.0. Box 1006

V1) Baeares AR A

FAX (916) 842-4517

March 26, 1993

Memorandum
TO: Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force members
Technical Work Group members '
FROM: Project leader, Klamath River FRO
Yreka, California
SUBJECT: Survey of Federally funded projects of the Klamath River Fisherxy

Restoration Program, Fiscal Years 1989-93.

Attached, please find a dBase printout of all projects funded with Federal
program monies for fiscal years 1989 through 1993. We were asked to develop
an objective survey of all projects at the February 1993 Task Force meeting.
All projects were compiled into thelr respective categories (i.e. Habitat
Protection, Habitat Restoration, etc.), then sorted by Cooperator, then by
Fiscal Year. You should be able to find a particular project by locating the
Category, Cooperator’s organization or last name, and then the specific Fiscal
Year in which the project was funded. :

The intent of the survey was to provide Informatiom to the Technical Work
Group to allow them to rank FY1994 proposals more knowledgeably. One ranking
criterion is "Ability of the proposer to successfully implement the proposed
project.” We hope this will assist you in this process.

If you need more information, please contact us.

o Lo

Ron Iverson

Attachment

"cec Grover - AFF

Bowen - CGS
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PY PROJECT  COOPERATOR
NUMBER .

ss Category: Education

93 E=3¢ Calif 8al, Sthd &
' Tet Rest. Ped.
oS B« 8 Calif 8al, 8thd &
T Trt Rest. Ped,
90 3.21 Chioco State
Unxvorgltv
lﬁ L 3.1 Contract - Diane
Riggiane
deh ML .‘;._.,._‘.
[] | 3 :
I
00 3.1 Contract = Diane
Niggine
91 X= 8 Contract ~ Diane
Riguine
e ?t Te gy j“i&
o8 R ¢ Contraot = Diane
Niggine
o [

93 B« 31 Etna Elementary
! i School Distriot
(': .-‘ﬁﬂ\";_}\"’ ‘ .

PRI BRITH

RN

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA

Kiamath Basin

Xlamath Besin

Klanath Basin

Klamath Dasin

Kiamath Basin

Klemath Basin

Klluuth'lcclu

Soott River sudbasin

KLAMATH RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM -
PBOERALLY PUNDED PROJECTS. :
PISCAL YEARS 1989-03

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

10th Annual
Conference

11th Annual
Conference,

Questionnafre
survey,

4-0 grade; Develop
olasaroon

ourrioulun, teacher
training and field

aotivities,

7~8 grade;
clesaroon
gurriculum, teacher
training and field
sotivities

Develop

9-12 grade!
,education program.

0«12 grede:
clamaroom
‘ourprioulym, teacher
training and field
aotivitiem': . 1: .

Bduoationnl f{eld"
study of fiah . !
requiroments and
riparian
restorstion,

aquetio

Develop

cosT

2800

3000

1020%

67000

68040

o198

! Agees
l’

COMMENT

Project objective: to diaseminnte inforsatjon on sejwonid habitetl end
population restoration. (Appllas to LRP objective 8)

Pindings: Project objmctive met.

Contract history: Contract closed.

8ee cosmsents for project 02-E-14,

Project objactiva: te survey public to develop & base)ine of publlr knowledge
on fish restoration ievuse in the Klameth Rasin. (Applies to LRP policy T.4)
Pindings: None reported yet,

Agreement hjistory: Survey pending OM® epprovel.

Project objeotive: EZducate pudlic school children adout: 1) 1ife hiete ry end
environmental needes of snadromous selmonids, 2) restoration efforte (evp.
Klamath Task Poroe), end 3) harvest senegeeent (eep,

Klamath Counoil), .

Pindings) 4-0 grade gurrioulum outline, cross-referency to Stete science
framework, field activities plen, videotspe library and finel cerricviws.
Hiotory: Tina) report due Decembar ‘90. Final report received Jenuary ‘91,
but outetanding taske were not complieted wnti] Septesber ‘91,

Project objeotive: SBre gommente for #0(3 1).

Findings: Racelved: 7-8 grade ourriculim, fine}] repnrt gte.

History: Curriovium due 3/01, emended to 2/92, received 8/92. Dralt repert
of the evaluation of the 4-0th grede owrriculum dve 9/9), amended te 2/98, .
amended to 6/02, regeived 6/93, Finsl report due 32/3), ssended te ¢/92,
amended to 7/92, received 9/93,

Project objeotive: See commente for 69(3.)),
Pindingn: Work session for tesohers fe cowpleted (Tesk One).
underway,
Kistory: Teske underway.

Other tasks are
Punded from (y90,
Projeot odjeotive:

Pindings;
Nistory:

See cemnente for 09(3.1).

Projoot objective: Develop a field study progrem to edwcete achen) childres .
about the value of enadromous fieh,

Tindings: This new (jeld study curriculum dovetalle with the Kiseath River
Studfes curriocuiua eo that Biekiyou County Sth-6th greders receive an in-dopth
look «t their jooa] aquetic environment,

Agreemant hlestory:

Pinal report due Decenber '9i, wedified te June 03
{recejved on time), .
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03/28/93
KLAXATN RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PBOERALLY PUNDBD PROJECTS
gl PISCAL YEARS 1089-93
Y PROJECT  COOPERATOR SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA PROJBCT DESCRIPTION COST COMMENT
NUMBER
- adle information 7800 Projeot odjectiver Develop 3-sided transportable diepley thet uses
aoEed ;:;?:r$:;n’°°u. llo-ugh Basin :?:gln; for Klamath photographs, text-and graphice to convey iInformstion ebout the Niamath
Pishery Restoration Reastoration FProgras.
Prograa Pindinger Displey constructed with high quelity aateriels. Inforeation
' conveyed reviewrd by edviaory committes and KRPRO stefll,
o ! History: Juetifiable cost for high quality product that wes bullt In @ tisely
menner, Display in use throughout basin,
- ble inforsation 8800 Projoot objectives: Develop sn informational diepley on the upper Klewath
e :::2:r;::u'°°“. Klaseth Basin ::::;n; for upper River In order to: 1)) clearly expisin the goals end objectives of the Kisseth
e Kiemsth waterehed. Restoration Progras to the gepera] publio, 2) show how these gosle snd
T objeotives are baing met with appropriste photographs, end J) incresse the
publio'o underetanding of the veetoretion progres,
Findings: None reported yet,
! Contraot hjstory: Services and suppliece previded on pest centracts heve been
timely, coet effective snd high quelity,
93 2-13 Xlamath Forest Salson River subdasin “Saimon ED . 1600 Project objective: Utilize loosl coordinetor to reech local peapl ¢ wiceh
| Alliance Workshops” | inforsation on the Klamath Restoration Progrem. Nold works heps fnr the
N AT T § 1% . ) communfty and school children that highlight the velue of enedromows (ieh,
1 L o i Encourage jocsl protection of seimonide.
. Pindinge: Two wall attended ovening workehope were Mld In edditieon to three
daytima workshopa, Valuable informstion on life Nietery, fishery manegewwnt
v and tridal fisherine was conveyed to local cltizens. Locel interest jo Migh
se & resylt of thees workehops.
vy History: Project complete, Timely,
| . :
Native American Klamath Besin Annual conference to 1000 Project objective: Provide funde for pertis] spensorship of conference.

‘PiebaWldlf Society

Iy '.... X “I"

ay N
OI l-xx~.'v.c. lltonllon-ncvlo Klesath Baein

RO

dirouss fich and
wildlife issues
affecting tribal
resources

Conference on
decomponsed granitio
s0il1 Probless and
solutions,

Pudblio fisheries

and Eduostion
Program,

4000

Pindinges: Conference held Ootober ‘91 in Bureke, CA.
Kiotory: Projeot coaplete,

Projnct objeotive: Esteblioh sn Iaformation shering forus to eddreee one of
the three main prodlems leading to the reduction of snedreseve flioh Mabitet --
sadinentation, )
Findinge: Conferenoe held October 21-29,
Agreesent history:

1992 in Redding, CA.
Pinel report dve June 1993,

9 &= USPS 8ix Rivers NP, Lower Klsmsath subdbasin .. .8Y80 Project objeotive: Provide edecation emperiences whioh enhence wwdsratending,
Orleans Diest education through & letc~nrd-hlp and nonconsuaptive wee of eur lecel fieh resowrces.
L nonconsunptive ~Pindings: None reported yet,
'u":1”;:H enjoyment, Agreement history: Draft lltorotvaov agreswent eent te coepereter 3/93.
ete ] .
89 $.3 USFWS Klamath River Klemath Basin Pudblio Communication 30000 Projeot objective: [ntroduco the gwneral public and specisl interset srepe

to the activitine of the X)ameth Restorstion Progres and develep
eo--unlcotlop. srdia to previde sore detelled Inferseation te Interseted - ;
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¥V PROJECT  COOPERATOR
NUMBER

90 3.2

j-",....
93 B-11

" 08 B-iR

03 £-14

USTWS Klameth Rtvor
RO

USPWS Klasath River

FRO

USFWS Klamath River

‘FRO

USFWS Klasath River
RO

USPWS Klamath River
FRO

USPWS Klamath River
FRO

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA

Klamath Basin

Kiasath Basin

! ) "ru',

Klanath Basin

Soott River subbasin

Middle Klamath
subbasin

Lower Klamath subbasin

-

KLAMATH RIVER 7ISHERY RESTORATION PROORANM
FEDF.RALLY PUNDED PROJECTS
PISCAL YEARS 1949-9)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Public Communicstion
and Zducation
Progranm,

Publlo Communicetion
and Education
Program,

B ;'m
B 4,

sglion Bducation
Community Workshops.

DA

Sslmon Bduoation
Community Workshops,

Salaon Educetion

Community Workahops.

S8almon nducstion
community workshops.

cosT

Jneds

40000

0
.0

0

COMNENT

parties. :
Pindinga: Two very well sttended public ecoping eeseions were held te recsive
commanta [ros the public on prioritiee for restoration (.nd weet NFFLA

roquireamantes). Presws releescs on restoration
aotivities ware majled to modia end barkground rooo-rch nn @ profeesiens)ly

produced slide/tape program was inftieted. Other ectivities tncluded:
{ntarviewad for e eproisl televised neawe progres on KEET TV. conperated with
Klamath Nationanl Porest to develop Nations]l Plehing Week sctivities end
interpretive fiah }ife history signs.Mistory: Budgst funded & ennthe of eteff
time for s (ishery blologlnt/lnt-rgrotor.

Projeat objective: Continue educetional ectivities and cooounlcntlon' cffor!o
with the publio and sperinl interest groups.

Pindings: Educationa] ectivities such se the elide/tape praogras,

handoute, talks, press releesecs, displays st the county falr end p wbilec
meetings on the Long Range Reatoretion Plan were held to con tinue the
dislogue with the people In!orootod in the activities of the restoratjon
program,

History: Progreas conajste of one etaflf pooltlon. 'qvla-oat
photogrsphio supplies, rooe remtal eto.

trevel,

Project objactiva: Continue cowmunication end understending hetwern intereat
groups and participante {n the restoreatfon progrem.

Pindinge: Pive public meetinge, fifteen sdditiona]l ellde presentalions,
eightern preee releasen and two dreft Jong range plane

wore utilized as educations] media to help people understand mara abowt

- the restoration progres. Final long renge restorstion plene were ealled to
600 {nterested partime, Adwinistration of the curricvive devejopmsent ceatract
and other coamunigation produot purchases continued.

Program history: KRPRO staff time for communicstion/education/pwd lleo
invelvesant dutiea js dacressing as pesporeibdilities incresee fe r graviding
support to the federa]l edvisory coswittaese,

Project objectives: Inoreanse the pudlio‘'s understanding of the valve of
anadromsous flsh end gain loosl eupport for egenay snd tribel restoreties
efforte by holding oo--unlty workehope, LRP policy €.3.¢

and 6.2.¢

Findings: None reported yet,
Agreement history: Vorkshop tentetively scheduled to be Meld in lete
sumner/early fall. Coordinater positioa will de hAired in June.

See cowments for project 93-E-13.

Bee coaments for project 03-E-13,

S8ee comments for 93-E-18,
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FY PROJECT  COOPERATOR

NUMBER

A

93 2-10

1

USFWS Klamath River 6hast

RO

USPWB Klamath River Salmon River subdbasia

RO

** gubtotal **

es Category: Pish Proteotion
Cal Poly State Univ Salmon River subbesin

-

[ ot

Poundation

ol

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA

# 3.31 Californis Dept, of Middle Xlamath

yr..' nt ."'
880
.' AY]

. “'.I.

Fish and Oanme

California Dept, of Salmon River subdasin

Fish and Canme

subbaein

a River subbasin

KLAMATH RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PEOF.RALLY PUNDED PROJECTS
PISCAL YEARS 19089-93

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Salmon Eduocstion
Coamunity Workshops.

Salwon River sslumon
festival,

Population
Differentiation of
8Spring and Fall
Chinook,

Cetimate fall
chinook esoapoment
operatiag adult
capture weirs,

e

L i

Hydroscoustio welr,
Salmon River,

COST COMMENT

4000

3087823

* 31800 Project objeotiva: To dotorming the foevidilfity of weing thfo techmique In

10434

41700

‘middle Klamath subbaeln.

See comments for 93-E-31J.

Projeot ohjective: Inform the publio sbout the vailve of ensdromnve (jeh end
gein local eupport for the reetoration progres by Nolding en edvcetiens)
forum and festival,.

Pindinge: None raported yet,

Agrenmant history:r 8Stesaring comsjttee begline planning in April fer
Festival/Porua to be held in Sept '93. Coordlinator will be Nired in June.

Projeot objectives: 1) to dietinguieh botweern epring end fell chinnnk stocks
ueing nuclesr DNA agarose gol electrophoresis technolegy. 2) to determing
extent of population distridution in the river, 3) to daterwine relative
proportions of Jjuvenilee in the outmigrent populetion. (Appliea to (AP
poliojea; 4.3 and 4.4)

Vindinge: DNA polymorphiess were noted between stocke, however sesple
oredibjlity was questionadble, Reesssrchers ssesert thet stocks con te
distinguised by this technique,

Agreement history: Agreement sodified once to 644 $2.328 for eare exhavetive
sasple enalyeis, and to extend final reporting dete by eoix wonthe, Finel
report due 6-30-93.

KRPR(O's assensment: Project objectives partially wet, but final report met
submitted yet. The ocooperator hee demonstrated effectivenese of techalgwe,
but has not applied it to meet Objeotives 3 and S, Nay cowe In final repert.

Projeot objeotives: 1) to monitor adult fall ohlnock escaprment la Pegwe
Creek, Rhasta, Scott, Salron Rivere, end eote emajler trihwterice of the
{(Appllies to LRP policles 6.3, ¢.4, and ¢.7)

Findinge: 1088 fall evcopenent estinetes made for 16 seperete areee, tolelling

38,81) fall ohinaok for the Xlamoth Basim excluding the Trinity River systes.
Agreement history: Agreewnent modified to extemnd terwminetion dnte by three
yeers and to allow full oxpenditure of funde. Project odjectives met.

but {inal paymant not yet mede due to eqcounting difficulties with the Stete
and Denver Finsnce Center, Annss) report received 3-16-99.

saking rua size estimates. (Applies to LRP pelicies 4.3 and 4.7)
Findinget Run size antimation waw imposeidle becsuse of “willing” behavier of
the rx-p at the monitoring oftes, EqQuipment fellure alse contriduted te meer
resuits, Cooperator ssserte that problems ere minor end cean be overcese.
Agreesent history: Project ebjectives met. Pinal report received 3-¢-90,
invoice paid for firet year of work. Project activity eto

of poor resulte. :

v
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PV PROJECT  COOPERATOR

NUMBER

91 FP-198 Californis Dept. of

6 2.2

Py et

93 PP=13

‘9% TP-18

90 ¥P- 1
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e

Pish and Oame

Dr. Dave Hankin

Hoopa Valley Tribe

Noopa Valley Tribe

Xaruk Tride of
Californiw

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA

Shasta River subbasin

Paoific Ocean

Lower Klamath eubbasin

Lower Xlamath subbeein

Middle Xlamath
subbasin

KLAMATH RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
PISCAL YEARS 1989-9)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Modify snd repair
Shasta River fieh
counting facility,

Study to determine
tagging needs for
time/area fisheriee
manageaent.,

Eetimate population
eslize and range of
green sturgeon.

Monitoring
outmigrating
salmonids on Pine
Creek,

Estinate, DY .
species, Karuk = '

subaistence harvest
at Iehi Plshi Falle,

CosT

777

~ reduoe funding by 38,802,

36400

14089

49138

- 38308

COMMENT

Project objective: To modify the Shasta River adult cepture welir to impreve
trapping effictency. (Appiies to LRP policies 4.3 and 4.7)
Pindingm: Walr mtructure wae modified but not according to propneed plane.

Kigh water levela mada cement pouring lmposelbie. Cooperator clales Jmproved
trapping effinleanoy. :

Agreemant history: Agreemant was modifled to allow new design features,. and te
Projoct objective wae mmt. final repary Aue
2-15-92, recejved 4-10-92, Pinel peywent In progresse.

Project objective: To determine ievel of coded wire tagging reguired to
support time/area ooean harvest sanagesent. (Applies to LRP pniicies 4.3 and
4.3)

Pindinga: The ¢ooperator concludes that [t je lmposeible to ohtein reliable
estinates of & total of 30 time/sres-specific ege ¢ ocean flehery expleitation
rates from CWT recovery data,

Agreenant hietory: The finel report wee due 2-26-00, recelved 3-21-90.

Project odjective wes set, final peywent sede, agresesent closed.

Projeat objectivae: To detarmine renge of sdult green eturgeon in.

the Klsmath River basin by uee of tag return date. (Applles tn LRP

polioy 4.3)

Pindinge: Project objedtive not mat yet. Tag effort begen ton late

in 1992, ccoperatnr received no fish froe tribal (lehersen. Vi)

begin again in spring 1903, ) .
Agreemant history: Modif{ied agreewment to extend al) wilestone ond cnmpletion
dates by one year. VFinal report due 2-28-1994.

Project objective: 1) to eveluate effeotivensas of upelope restaration by
sonftoring juvenile saleonid poprtlations for three coneecutive ysare teo
entablish s baseline produotivity index. (Applies to LRP policy 3 9)
Findinge: Projeot in progress. Btrees related juvenile fleh wmortelity wee
exoessiva (as high am 30%), some hendling techniquee were changed to

compansate, Agreemant history: Agreesent modified to provide additionel
funding (924,128)

to complete the 3 year survey. Peywent for first year of services je In
progress. :

Projooct objeotiven: 1) to provide estimate of fel) 1900 Karuk Trihal anleenid
harvast for the Kiasath Pishery Management Council. 2} to provide blological
informatjon on run vire, timing, age etruoture 3) to provide Inforestion en
In<river hobjtat condition, (Applies to LRP policie s 6.2 end 4.3)

Findinge: 200 esalmonide reported ae harveeted dy Karuk subslatence (iaherora
in fall 1900, Project objootivos met.

Agreenent history: During projoot implemsentation, some confueinn arnse

a8 to whether ceremonial harvest wes to be jnoluded im the totaj

susbietance harvest estimete. The {essue wae reeoived eflter surh
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KLAMATH RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FEDFRALLY PUNDBD PROJECTS
PISCAL YEARS 1089-03

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Zatinate, DY
speciea, Xaruk
subsistence harvest
at Ishi Pishi Falls,

i ]

Age and growth of
Klamath River green

-aturgeon,

Tewporary help for
Yreka Soreen 8Shop,

(R RS

Teaporary help for
Yreka Soreen Shop.

s

Temporary help fop
Yreka Soreen shop.

CcosT

10637

8340

233911

areee

CONKEINT

correspondence. Pinal (annuel) report swbmitted on schedwie.
olosed.

Agreeeent

Project objectives: 1) to provide estimate of QP spring oend fell 199) Kerwh
Triba) salmonid harvent for the Xlamath Pishery Mansgesent Council. 2) to
provide biolagical inforsation on run sjse, timing, and age strecture, 3) te
provide information on in-river hebitet condition. (Applies to LRP policies
4.2, 4.3) )

Pindinge: 3508 salmonids reported se harvested by Neruk eubsistence f feheroen
in epring snd fall 1991, Project odjectives set.

Agreemant history: Agreement modifjed twice: once to reduce funding by 33 047
becauce of reduced run oixe and fjohing/mon)toring effort, »nd nnce to extend
tha final reporting date by one year. Final report recejved 2-37-903
(originally due 12-31-91). 7Zinal invoice sent to Denver Finence Center
3-08-93,

Projeat objectives: to document agw struoture of the Kliesath River popeliatiea
and provide dancriptive growth datc related to pest life

history. (Applies to LRP polioy 4.3)

?Yindinge: None, Project not Smplemented yot,

Agreement history: Agreement signed by cooperastor, returned to KRFRO, WNe
further aotivity, .

Projeot objectivep: 1) to inoreaso eteffing of CNPO operated Yreke Screen Shop
to enhance soreen construction/maintensnce capabilities 1n Shasts end Scott
Rivere and Middle Klamsth tributeriee, 2) to incresse fieoh revcue efferte iIn
oame arcea. (Appliee

to LRP policy 3.11)

Pindinge: Cooperator reported 70,000 fleh reecuved in 1990, Temporary
amployee perforued majintenance on 80 diversion soreens end fahricsted

three new cystame, inoluding oconetrwoting cement fowndetions st theses

sites, Project objrotives met,
Agreemant history: No wodifiocatjone.
Agreemant clowed,

7inal report received on schedvle.

Projeot Objective: fswe ne project 90-¢.3
Findinges: Continuation of projeot from FY3990.
salmonids remaurd In 1901 trepping seasson, Screen meintenence continved, ne
new gorean aiten warn developed, Prejeot ohjeactives met,

Agreemont history: Ne modificstions, final repert received 4-10. 91 (dve
8-16~93). Agreement oclosed, ’

Very low totel of 38 450

Projoot objactives; Same ae project 90-4.3
Pindings: Beasonal eaployee refadrjceted three soreen wiper systaee ond one
drive era assembly, Resodeled two soreen vites with pew coment fowndaticwe,
ficors and wa)la. Conduoted stream eurveye of besver dess. aseleted fn
resovel, Repaired over 80 soreens end trape. Acsioted USPS crewe with
habitat restorstion on Yreke Creek. Permenent COPO steff work
Klassth basin during emmeon, leaving enasonal eepleyee In-
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KLAMATH RIVER PISKERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PEDERALLY FUNOED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 10890-9)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Temporary help for
Yreka Soreen 8hop.

Steelhead
esoapement, selected
tridutaries,

Spawning ground
utilization surveys,

Camp Creck
downetrean aigrant
study.

cost

31110

73400

81068

14990

COMMENT

objectives met,
Agreamant history: No modificetions. Project cowpleted 12/31/92. (inal report
submitted on schedule. Final payment §n progrees.

Project objectiven: Same aw projeot 00-4.3. (Page ¢)
Pindings: No reporto recejved at KRVRO yeot. :
Agreement history: Signed egresment received st XRFRO 3-4-93.

Project Objeotive: to estimate ohinoek, ocho, and steelheed adult spawner use
of 128 stream-miles. (Applies to LRP policiee 4.3, 4.7)

Pindings: Cooparator identified 68 000 m2 of epawning substirate, whirh cnuld
acaoomsodate 12,800 chinook redds end 38 A0N0 eteslhesd redde. Sterihead and
ohinook reddm totalled 757 and 2,174, reepectively during the 10AA/RO spawning
swacon. Only two coho redde were ohserved in the survey, but sany tributary
systems contajned juvenile coho in aumeer of 10AP, indicating that qucconofvl
coho spawnjng oacurred., Reocommendatione for various partiona of the

study area {noluded riparien revegetetion, provisfon of large wnody

debris, streambank steblllzation, snd stresm [low augeentatinn (n f.ﬂlll\-!v
resntoration. Project objectives met,

Agreement history: Agreement modified to extend (inal roport enheittal date
from 3-01-90 to 2-01-00. Final report received 3-13-90, Agreesent clased.

Projeot objective: 1) to provide a nulti-year coeparlieon of spawner use
throughout the Saimon, Scott, end mid-Klawath sudbhbavine, ) to Actermine hnw
much sujtable spawning hahitat exiete ot base-flow conditions, J) to detersineg
habitat prefersnce, usw, and epawn timing by species (coho, chinnoh,
steelhead). (Applies to LRP poljolee 3.12, 3.13, 6.3, and 4.7)
Yindinge: Cooperator jdeatifed 07,000 m2 of suitehle spawnjng hahitet -hleh
would acoommodate 14,000 ohinook redds and 48,000 steelhead redds. Chimeah
redds totslled 1,340 and 877 in fel] 1000 end 1900 seavnne, respeactively,
Stealhand redde totalled 1,498 and 800 (n epring 1990 and 109] eenenne,
respeotively,
Chinook spawning started mid-September and ended by lete Revesher., oach yeer,
Steelhead spawning sterted by late February end endad Dy uid-Nay, eech year,
Primary recoswendetions are te carsfully coneider jmpesots of blownhancesent
activities on natursl etocks; esk CDPO to coneider derleying etart of ennwal
suotion dredge smason in tridbutaries Inhaditated by )ate spawning etewlhrnd,
and olose angling to portions of Selmon River below Oak Bottom wair. Preject
objectives mat, )
Agreement history: .7insl sgroesent sulmitted 1-92 (dwe 2-91). Agreecwent otil)
open, pending completion of other projecte.

:Project objeotive: to eveluste produotion and o-t-ljront (I-lnc of juwvenile

anadronous ealnonids in Camp Creek, (Applise to LRAP
policies 4.3, 4.7)
Pindinge: Trapping eites and toohniques have doen selected. Trapping eccurred

in 100} and 1993 outmigration perjeds, Finel repert not received. Onjertive
not set yet,.
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USPWS CA/RV Pieh
Health Center

USPMS CA/KV Pish
Kealth ‘Center

Usrws Coastal
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USPWS Coastal
California FRO

KT

Usiws Coastal
California RO

KLAMATH RIVER PISHEZRY RZSTORATION PROGRAM
PBDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1089-93

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Mainstes Klamath River Health and
physfology
monjtoring of
hatchery and natursl
outasigrating
chinook,

Mainstes Klamath River Health and
phyniology
monitoring of
hetchery and natural
outmigrating
ohinook,

Lower Klamath suddbasin Pall ohinook
' escapeaent, Lower
Klamath subbesin,

Lower Xlamath subbasin Fall chinook
escapement, Blue

Cl‘._.k.

Lower Xlamath subdbesia Juven!le produetion
surveys of the lowep
Klamath River " .
e '-)"“ b "‘,'
tridutarfee*

COST COMMENT

IQIOS

14000

24000

43000

Agreement hAjstory: Agreement modified to extend termination dets frow 2.01.92
to 3-31-93, Twenty-three percent of funde expended.

Project objective: to determine the heaith etetus of eslwonid stecke (hatchery
and wild) In the Klamath River et the timse of thelr

smolt migration. (Applies to LRP policy 5.A.1, 8.0.3)

yindinge: None reported,

Agreement history: Fina) report duve 9-30-92,

Projeot objective: to sdd to exjsting database on dicease pathogrne, level of
infaction, and degree of impact on Kiswsth River juvenije sslsonide. (Applies
to LRP policy B.A.1, 3.B.2)
Pindings: None reported,

Agreement history: Agreement signed 11-17-92. Final report due 2-13-94.

Projeat objectiveo: 1) to datermine fall chinook epawmer eecapeoent,
distribution, end hadbitat utilivetion. 2) to determine juvenile velsonid
production, 3) to survey existing habltst conditions In the study area for the
1088/80 fish praoduction year., (Appliee to polley ¢.3, 4.7)

Findingas: Fall 1008 chinook spawner escepement was estimated betlween 208 ond
320 adults, Spawning migration ocourred from August to Deceeher with peak
inmigration ocourring in lste Ootober end earl)y Novewsber. 19 892 resv)tent
Juvenile chinook were trapped in the lower reach in 1980,  Chinnrnk
outnigration oocurred frowm April to July, 1089, eteelhred eutmigratlinon begen
in April, peaked in June, end oontinuwed through the trepping effart whieh
ended July 21, 31980, Coho jJuveniles appeered ja srall neebers thrnughout the
sampling sesson. 11,808 chinook Juveniles were coded wire tagurd for feutwre
evaluation. Recurriag high winter flowe japect chennel co nfigeretiow,
rearing snd epewning hsbitat, snd directly impect egg ewrvivel, Preject
objeotives met, '

Agremssent history: Final report received en echedvle, 9-90.
ocompleted, .

Pre ject

Project objmotlive: 1) (o #0999 oNinock and steoolhosd epewning end

rearing habitet In 10 lower Klamath River tribetsiivs during 1948 fleld
seseon, 8) to eventually survey 34 teibe,

(Appifee to LRP polfoy 3.19)

7indinge) Btomlhend ccourred In el) of the etreame ond were the B
dominent epecies In eight of the ten streess surveyed. Juvenile chinooh wovy
present in seaven of ten streems dut were common jn only three. Coheo seloen
snd outthroet trout were uncommon in ell stresms. Juvanile eh|mnnk )
utajgration began the firet week of April end cessed by wid- o9
teelhead fry outaigration begen the second week In May, pe
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XLAMATK RIVER PISHERY RZSTORATION PROGRAM
PEDERALLY PUNDED PROJFCTS
PISCAL YEARS 19089-93

PY PROJECT  COOPERATOR SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION - COST COMMENT
KUMBER .

in HMay, and remninead at Jow nusbers to the end of the trepping seasnn.
] Avalieble spawning habitat .
is thought to ba undarutilized. Project ehjantives aat,

Agreement history: Project complete. Final report recelved on srhedule
(2-90),

. 89 8,81 USPWS Coaeatal Lower Kiamath subbaeia Trap outmigrants on 37200 Project objmctives: 1) to provida an snnuel jndex of juvenile oute igreat
¢ California FRO the lower Xlamsth production In the Kisweth and Yrinity Rivers. 2) to estimate the Natrhery/wild
River msinsten, conposition of tha juvenile salwonid otanding crop. 3) to estiwete sigretien
. : rates for each spacien and for esch river systes. (Applles to LRP poliries
| . 4.7, 8.A.1)
. ' ¢ Findinge: Reaultm of sorew trap operstion indicate that hatchery p rodured
A ' ¢ . chinook make up §A% of totel ohinook outmigrant populetion in the Klswath
L B River at Big Rar (above the confluence
f N with the Trinity River), 8orew trap resulte on the Trinity River near Willow
/ : Creek indieste a hatoheary eomponent of 063% of the tote ) chinook outeligrant
’ population. Rewmults of maineten seining below the confluence nf the Kiewath
snd Trinity Rivers indicate @ 42% hatchary component of the tatal chinonk
outsigrent populstion, Masn sigretion rete for Iron Oate Katrhery fell
o chinook smolts was 10.7 river-kilowatere/day, and 4.0 rkm/dey for preseelte.
The mean migration
rete for Trinity River Ketohery fall chinook emolite wee 14.0 rka/d ey.
Projoot objectives amet,
Agreement hlestory: Finsl]l report recelved 3/91 (dve 3/90). Project creplete,.

90  8.33 USPWS Coastal Lower Klamath subbasin dlue Creek atudies. 83400 Projeot objeotives: Sew project 00-2 .23,

Califorais FRO ) Pindinge: Numbers of returning adult fell chinook were very lrow In both

. : 1080-00 and 1000-9) vensone, Onjy 0% of the wanieve patentinl nwnher of redde

wore ween {n 1900 and 2% in 1991, FMpawning end rearing hahitaty in Alwe Creel

. . . appeared suiteble for euvrvival and ehould eupport e lerger espawning

H o ) - population., Juvenile cohinook outmigrant indexes were 31,000 far 19N snd

. ) 12,800 for 31991, Only 3,308 and 3,088 ohinook were coded wire tegged in 1990
and 1991, respectively, Teuperatures in Dlwe Creek weore cocler then Jn the
mainstem Klemath River during suymeer meathe (10-19 degreee C verowe 10-39
degrees C), Projeot objectives met,
Agreement hietory: Finel report esvbmitted 11/903 (due 3/01). Repart wae

. N : incorporeted into annual report for 1991 etwdy. Project cempiete.

' vl

90 3.33 USPWS Coastal Lower Xlamath subbasia Hsbitat/fish 24000 Project objactives) Sam project A0-2.43, Project ecepe Increased Yo caver 24
. Califoraia FRO inventory of the ° o etreans in the lower Klamath River subbasin. Recond year of investigetiony.
Y lower tributeries to 'iil! ' ' Findingw: Six etreeus were velected for survey work In 1990 fleld evewen
Ve 4 . the Xlamath River. N (Hunter, Penther, Beer, Teotah, Tully, and Pine Creeks). Adult epewning
quJ&' ' surveys {n Kunter Creek (ound 1 ohinook redd: Teotsh Creek surveys revealed §
‘ , . : redde while Pina Creeak conteined 33 redde. Nn redde ware fownd on Tully
Creek, Bemar Craek did not Neve & eurface flew by Deceaber 7, (888, end wwne
subsequentiy not surveyed, Only 93 Juvenile chinook were cepture In 70 nighte
of trepping on theee olx streams, from April 3 te July 8, 1990, Trende In
ohinook nutmigratlion could not be identified Aue to inw niahere of trappead
(ish. Teotah Creek appuars to be uaderutilived by eduitl ssisenids. Yully
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SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA

Lower Klssath subbesin

Nl

Lower Klamath subdbasin

Lower Klamath subdbesin

Kiddle Klamath
subbasin

Lower Xlamath River

KLAMATE RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PEDERALLY PUNDBD PROJECTS
PISCAL YEARS 19089-93

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Trap outmigrante on
the nainstem Klamath
River,

Zstimate spawning,
Juvenile produotion

"and habjtet of Jower

Kiamath Tributaries,

Retimato ohinook '
stook estatues and
potential fer
enhanoesent on Blue
Creok,

e ot
AR

Monitor juvenile
salronid
outsjgration st Big
Bar, mainatenm

‘Klamath River,

Pat{mate juvenile

cosT

_pond for coho.

27300

40800

87400

: RS

780

COMMENT

Creek is primarily a steelhand etream. Penther Creek |» priesrily o resring
Ranr Creek appesred to be lscking spawning grevel in the aree
surveyed. Hunter Creak contsined adult chincok jn the firet 3.0 ke of etrrees.
The stresa was subsurface above thet point, end resring quality wae peer.
Project objectives wnmt,

Agreemant hlstory: Pinmsl report received 31-93 (due 3-91). Project coeplete.
Project objectives: Geg project 69-2,81,

Findings: 333 juvenile chinook, 178 juvenile stenlhesd. end 30 juvenile cehe
were trapped in spring/summer 1990 at Big Bar. A contributinn of 40N hatchery
chinook and 00% natural chinook was eestimated for the totel chinmnk captwred
at that looation., Mean migratjon rete for Jron Oete Hatchery chinank wae 8.9
rku/day, Population estimates and indexes were not cealcvinted boceves of
equipment fallure during the project. 1,023 chinook, 988 juvenile steelhend,
end 272 ooho juvenlles wero trapped Sn the Trinity River during the epring
1000 trapping meason. The Ratohery/wild Juvenlile ochinook ratio for thie
period on the Trinjty River was 10/00, Tho retio of hetchery/wild chinewh
shifted to 87/13 for the fall trepping seseon. The spring evteigratien
sbundance {ndex

cajoulsted for the Trinity River wee 07,000 chinoek, 08 000 steelbead,

and 18,000 ooho. Project objootives perijelly met due te equipsent fellvre.
Agreesent history: Final report recefived 9/02 (dwe 3/01}). Project creplete.

Projeot objactiven: See project 60-3.43. Third yeer of Inveotigat lone.
Survey High Preirie, Tarup, AMN Peh, Surpur, Metteh, and Ronch Creeke (an 199}
field swason, .

Pindings; Extrepointion of 73 njghte of trepping totale resvwited In juventle
estimates of 40 chinook, 030 ocoho, 701 etoelhead fry, 1,903 etesihaad
yearlinge, 839 cutthroat trout, end 7 ohum salmnn fry eaigreting from the eolx
gsnpled creeks between Jate Maroh snd carly July. Balwonid prodectiem fe
considered ariticelly low in theee lower tributeries. Nost swrveyed gtreese
oontajined poor to moderate spewning and rearing cenditione, Prisery
recosmendation is to sodify pigretion barrieres at seay etreves sovthe.
objectives met,

Agreesment history: Pinal report recejved om echedule (2-92),

Preojeet

See comments for project 90-3.89, (P@S( Qj)

Ve

Projeot objectives: Seo project 00-2.81,
Findings: Fleld work complete, Repert not recejvod yet. .
Agreesent history: Final report dwe $/92. . ~

rojeat ahjectivani 1) to menitor juvenile saleenida on the
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and estuary,

Klsmath Basin

Middle Xlamath
subbasin

Lower Klsmath esubbasin

Klsmath Basin

KLAMATH RIVER PISKERY RESTORATION PROGRAM

PEDERALLY PUNDED PROJECTS
PISCAL YBARS 190890-9)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

fish etanding orop
and outajgration,

Age
gomposition/sosle
ananlysin of Klamath
fall ohinook,

Monjitoring of
yearling salmonid
outmigration at 8ig
Rar, majnoten
Klawmath River.

Status of salmson and
ateelhead stocks of
Blue Creek.

Age
composition/scale
snalysis of Klemath
River fall ehjnook

-run = 1993,

Mainstem Klamath River Xonitoring of

Mainstem Xlamath River

Klamath River
yearling juvenile
sslmonid
outmigration,

Fall ohinook
spawning ssoapenent
survey,

CcosT

8430

88729

7380

, 10238

. Mo

COMNENT

River, 2) to determine tiwing of neturel and hatchary salwnnid sigratione. J)
to datermine aire of juvenile salsanido utilizing the lower Rlasath River, &)
to detarmine relstive anontributlion of Irom Oate snd Trinity River Fatchery

chinook stocks. (Applies to LRP policy 4.3)
Pindingms: Pinal report not recejved, cennot sseess whether objectiven have

been met.
Agreesent history: Final report due 3/92,

Projeot objective: to detercine age cospoeition of the 1991 K)nuath River fa))
chinook run. (Applies to LRP policy 4.2)

Pindingst The 1001 Kismath River fell chinook run coneleted of 1. 204 jJacke
(8.7%), 10,274 3-yenr-olds (31,1%), 10,804 4-yeer-olde (60.1%), and 1,01) 8-
and 6-yesar-olde (1.1%). Projeot objective wet, Agreement histeory: Anslysie
and report ocompleted on sohedule, (2-92),

Projeot objeotivesn: See project 91-Fr-8,
Pindinge: None reported. _
Agreemont history; Pins] report duve ¢-909,

Project objectiven: See project 91-FP-4. O-year assesssent of thife preject
wil) be included in finnl report,

Yindings: No final report received yet,

Agreement history: Plasl report due 2-94.

Project odjective: to datermine age cowposition of the 1992 Kimmath River feil
ohinook run., (Applies to LRP policy 4.2)

Pindings: Tho 1092 Kiawath River fell chinook run consjated of 12.96) jecks
(33,0%), 7,349 3-yesr-olds (18,0%), 17,708 4-year-olds (43.B%) snd 908
8-year-ojds (3.6%), No 6-year-oid chinook were identifled from \he 1902 scale
oomposition., Projeat objective aet,

Agreenent history: Analysie and report completed on schedule (3-9)).

Project objeotive; Bae projeot 92-rrP-4.
Findings: None reported yet.
Agreenent history: Finsl report due 4-04.

Project objeatives: }) to identify and quentify potemtial end actu sl spewning
habitets for fal] chinook saiwon, 2) to estimate the nuaber of fa)) ohimnok
apasmera {n the mainstem Klasath River, 3) to determine prepertion of fesalee
that epawn, (Applles to LRP poliay 4.3 end ¢.7).

Findingsi None reported. Projeot to begin im fsll 1003,

Agreement history: Final report dwe QEIGENS. 5 - 3/- /199
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7Y PROJECT  COOPERATOR

NUMBER

*® gubtota] °*°*

** Category: Fish lo-tornt&on
[ ] ]
Pish and oa-o

.‘ vjn

(BTN B8 S

[ 1]
- Pieh and 0.-0
|
91 PR 3
Pieh and Came
et
90 . 6.1 RCIDC

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA

8,11 California Dept, of Middle Xlamath

subbasin

- 8.18 California Dept, of Hlddlo Klamath

oubbllln

California Dept, of Middle Klamath

subdbasin

Lower Klamath subdaein

KLAMATE RIVER FPISHERY RESTORATION PROORAM
PEDERALLY PUNDED PROJECTS
PISCAL YEARS 1989-93

PROJECT DBSCRIPTION

EZvaluate presmolt
ohinook release at
Iron Oate Pish
Hatohery, CWT
sppliocation,

Evaluate pond
rearing of fall
ohinook, mid-Klamath
tributaries, CWT
applioation,

Zetimate adult
oontribution of pond
reared salnon on
mid-Xlamath -
tridutaries,

Yurok Reservation
late rua fell
ohinook pearing pond
progrem, ' v .

974728

88800 Project objective; to deterwine the centridution of ohinook salenn,

26600

37600

100688
.6
.

.

COST COMMENT

voal

‘4‘“.

releacsed

e prasmolte from Iron Oate Nstohery, to the ocean and river (laherice ond

spewning escapemente.

(Applies to LRP polioy B8.A.1)

Pindings: Approximately 103,300 1088 brood year fall chinnok pressolte were

ooded wire tagged and sd-clipped st 0N,
02.802 fiah reteined their tage and slso were properly clipped.
raleansd with over 13,000,000 untagged pressnlte (2309/1b)

at the hntchery on 4-264-80, Project objectives met.

Agroement hietory: Project cosplete,
rins] report due 9-94,

Tag retention teete indicated thet

Theoe were
Iin the Klawath Bivey

Annue)] report recelved J-90 (dwe 1-90),

Projeot objJective: to deterwine the contribution of irom Oute fell chineok.

selnon, Telesnnd es yrarlinge from @iddle Xlewath River subbesin ponde,
ooenn end in-river fishariew end to the in-river escepesent.
8.8.1)

poljoclee B.A.1,

te the
{Appliee te LAP

Pindinga: The ratie of tagged end sarkhed (ish/total nusher releesed, by

looation e os follows: Red Cap Creek -- 31,.368/39,100;
Bluff Creek == 393,437/77.000;
Elk Creek ~- 27,340/30.346,

33.,337/74,403;

received for 1991 brood yeer tayging effort.

Agreement history: Projeot complete,

Annual report for 1991 brood year wee due 1-903,
Agreement modified to extend milestone detee by two years te continwe (."’-‘

effore.

rinal report dun 0-04.

Projeot objeoctiva: Bes project 69-6.12,
7indings: The ratio of tegged sné markod drond yeer 69 fleh/tetal Ambder

reloased, by loocetion {e ae followe) Bluff Creek -- 38,802/78.110;
Creek == 20,933/56,864: Elk Croek -~ §7,049/30,050,
(these three ponds were the only onee opereted in 1900),

Agreesent history: Annual report received 12-17-91 (dwe 9-30-91).

due 9-30-04.

Progran odbjeotives:

2) to evaluate contribution
to fleherfies by coded wire togging ond -rkluc ell fileh prior te releene,
(ADDlies to LRP objeotive 8.8)
Pindings: A total of 36,800 yearlinge end 29.7680 aubyeerlings broo 4 yv.r l.o.

late fell ohinook were relessed into oeleoct tridbuteries.

indjen Creek --
Orider Creek -- 33 103/37 .73,
Projmot objeotive met for 1989,

Mo ennuel repert

Annue] report recelved 3-90 (dve 1-90),

Indion

Project objectives met

Finel repert

1) to rear and relense approxisately 40,000 (ingeriing
(90/1b) and 60,000 yeerling (30/1d) lJate Peil chinook Into
River tributaries (Cappell,

7ive losor Blesatd

Pecwan, Omager, Munter, and Nigh Pratirie Croshe),

(A total of 2,010 _

BYBO ooho yeerlinga ware alee relessed {nto Runter (1.90600) end Tarwp (750)

Creeke. )

ing tagged and merked,

Coded wire tegging equipsent Caljure resulted in no
Project objectives pertielly set

€ the Clon
ring and
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FY PROJECT  COOPERATOR

NUMBER
'
2 ] ll? 4 Orleans Rod and Gun
Cludb
)‘
[} ] rn; 1 Orleans Rod and Gun
Clud
o3 FR~ 3

Clud

** Subtotal **

** Catepory: Habitat Proteotion

80’ 2,01 .California Dept, of Soott River -nbbtlln

Water Rasouroes

01 WP= )

Energy and Resouroe
7"hl“"

Advooates

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA

Kiddle Klamath
subbasin

Kiddle Klamath
subbasin

Orleans Rod and Gun Lower Klamath subbaein

Lower and Kiddle
Klasath sudbasine

KUAMATH RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM -
FEOERALLY PUNDED PROJECTS -
PISCAL YEARS 1989-93

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Coon,

Reaotind steelhesd
roaring project on
Pearch Creek, near
Orleans,

Upgrade fish rearing
facility on Pearch
Creek, near Orleesns,

Orleans oo--unity
anadromous fish
rearing.

Peasibllity study
tor sugmenting flows
in the majinaten

‘8cott River,

AL i

CcosT

1413

9380

13476

100013¢

36000

MJ

Rénotc sensing and l‘l'o

QI8 feanibility
analysis {rom Salmon
River, downstreess,

COMMENT

welr trapped 17 late fall chinook, resulting In & take of IA 598 green rrey.
No fish ware trapped by the Indien Creek ¥Weir. Wair conetruction/inetsiletlion
on other tributaries did not ocour ee proposad decavee of late [unding

notifioatfon,
Agreomeant hiatory: Draft cooperatjve -growacnt 7Nt to conperator }1-92.

Cooperator has not returnead draft egreement for further processing.
Attempting to utjlize surplus funde from FY1092 sgreement hudpet.

Projeot objmotive; to rear pascuvad stemlhead from the Ncott River aubhasin, 1o
yearling size beafore return to the Boolt River for relesse. (Applies 1o LNF
objeotive 5.8),

Pindinge: No fish reared in 1002 season beocavee few fioh ware rearued by CNDVO.

Agrosment history: Deobligeted $90,804.41 of FY1992 funds.

Project objective: to upgrade fish ronrln; feoilities. (Appliee to LRP
objeotive 8.8)

Pindings: Roof constructjon complete. Pinel report or invelce not received
a-28~-901.

Agroo-ont history: Agreement tor-lnu\lon date B8-18-03,

Project objective: See project 92-FR-§.
Pindings: None reported. Expeot fish in epring 1993,
Agreement history: Agreesent signed 2-16-93.

Project objeotives: 1) to idontify possible methode for increasing flows in
the focott Valley portion of the 8oott River from Mey through Octaher, 2)
detarwine if o Santt River jnetrecw flow neede etudy Ja justified. (Applles Yo
LRP policjes 3.C.2, 2.7.1 and 3.7}

7indings: Several alternstives are suggested to augment strese rlo- 1a the
8cott River, but all are expeneive or difficult te {aplesent. Water
conservation, water transfers, end development of water storege fecilities ere
the three proposed alternatives, An fnetresm flow study e recommended.
Projeot objmotives wmet,

Agrecoment history: Agreement modified twice to extend the tersinetion dete te
allow ocompletion of Cina) roport. Tinel report received j0-91 (duve 9-90),
Agreenent oloved,

Projeot ebjootives; 1) to provide & viavel jmege of the Jower Kisseth Bjver
suddesin using resote emneing/landect thematio wepper ijsegery from 964 ond
1900, 2) to eearch (or availadle computerized and non-coaputerized neters)

remource information that ean be assewbled inte @ GIS systes. (Applies te LRP
polioy 3.3)

Pindingms: Dreft report fndicetss that land disturbance e enrraaive fn the
lower Kliamath subbaein, primarily sesocieted with tisber harvest and foreost
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rY PROJECT
NUMBER

01 WP~ 3 HSU/CCYRU

80 .2.42 Hoopa Valley Tribe

16

COOPERATOR

90 2.4% Hoopa Valley Tribe

S

4t

R D,

ne, UM

Valley Tridbe -

KLAXATE RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROORAM
PEDERALLY PUNDED PROJECTS
PISCAL YEARS 1989-9)

SUBBASIN/PLAN ARZA PROJECT DBSCRIPTION

Salmon River subbasin Eetimate spawning
and rearing hadbitat
for epring chinook,

Lower Xlamath eudbbasin Erosion site
inventory and
restoration plan
development for Pine
Creek wetershed

Lower Klamath subdssin Pine Craek habitat
evaluation/improvens
nt uo-onllont,

BRE
...|"'r[:‘

Lower Klamath subdesin. 9ediment monitoring
“on Pine Creek,

COST COMKENT

fires, Increaned eerdlmentation hae resulted from wams wasting and surface
eroslon, Final report not recelved yet. Pertial (vifi)liernt of objectivee.
Agreemant hietory: Agraswont modiffed twice to extend terminstion date iIn
order to complete the final report. Report origina)ly dve u-s:-g’ 513p1]

10281 Project objective: to provide information on epewning end reering habitet
utilizetion and hadbitat avajlsbllity for wild spring chinook seimon of the
Saleon River, (Appliwa to LRP polioy 4.3)

Pindinga: 30 apring chinook were trapped and redio tegged in sweser, 1990.
73% of theee fish murvived to epawn, Spawning begain ©-22-90 and ended

10-18-90.

Tisrue aamplan ware collected for genatice anslysle at a later date

(and inoluded in a diffarent projeot).

Redda ware mapped and ennitared,

31008 Projeot objeotives:

Juvenile fhinnnk wore
Creopllatinn and
Project

progeny trapped at awim-up between 3-0 and 6-22-900.
monitored for hahftat preaforencee end outaigrant timing.
analynie of fleld data {e ongoing. Vinal report not recejved.
abjeotivas pnrtlully met,

Agreament history: Annual progrroe reporte received 12-90 snd A-92 (Avwe 12 ®0
and 13-91, respectively). Pinal report not received yet (due 12-92).

1) to implement Phasa | of the Pine Creek sode)l weterehed
restoration project, 2) to jdentify end map erowsion

sites in the Pine Cresk Waterehad., (Applies to LRP policy 3.9)

Findings: Selected streas channele, slopes snd ever 100 miles of active ond
abandoned roadm in the watershed ware mepred or inventoried for enieting ond
potentis]l erosion probiems that threaten to damage fledleriee reponrces. A
database of 443 siten wae developed with each site jdentified and desrribed In

detall.

The ocooperator developed trestaent recossendations for 1%0 werh

looations on nine large treatsent arees.

Treetment of theve ereee ®ay prevest

at least 45,000 cubic yarda of sediment from entering water cowrece ond belng

doalivered to Pline Creek.

Total ocoot eetiweted for trestment is ST00 000

"(4.60/y43),

Projeot objeotive mset, :

Agrecment history; Agreement modified twice to extend termination date free
01-30-00 to 12-31-00. Fisal report received 3-30-91 (dwe 01-30-90),
Agreemeont closed,

831188 Project Objeotives: J) to Smploment Phase I of the Pire Creek mode] watershed

restoration project, 1) to ascess summer snd winter Nablitat conditinne end
fioh abundance for spasming and rearing esteelbesd and chinook. 3) deteraine
potential cepacity of the Pine Creek systen, 4) develop eite-apecific hehitet
improvesent presecriptione, (Applies to LRP poliey 2.90)

Zindinge: Pinal report not reveived yet, Cannot determine If project
objeotives have bean met.

‘' Agroement history| Agreemsont modified four tieee te oxtend tho teraimsatien

date to allow for completion of the finel report.
Have not received final repert, eorigireally
due 3-01-901, . -

Tor sinetion date 18-91-97,

Projeot objeotives: 1) to lipla.on( Phase IV of the Pine Creed | wntorshed °
estoretion project, 2) to evaluate eflectivenees of -
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PY PROJECT  COOPERATOR

RUNBER

90 FR-117 KCIDC

' ' v

01 M~ 1

NCIDC
‘-
91 FRe 3 NCIDC
i,
NCIDC

93 PR~ 3

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA

Kiddle Klamath
subbasin

KLAMATH RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM

PEDERALLY FUNDBD PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1989-9)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Middle Xlamath
chinook rearing pond
opearation,

Lounr Klsmath subbasin Yurok Reservation

Lower Kiamath subbasin

late run fall
ohinook rearing pond
program,

Late vrun fall
ohinook gillnet .
capture on sajinsten
Klameth,

PP I

Lower Klemath subbdeein ?ish rescue and

rearing projeot on
lower Kla-uth_nivnr
majinetenm,

COST COMMENT

. marking the full quantity scoped for,

26000

99818

33490

400

broodatock escapewrnt e

Nowever,

beyond the control of the cooperator,
Agresnent history: Project complate. Pinal report received on eoch edule

(2/91 Agreement wan wodifled twice to revise the budget by shifting fends
to other cost categaries, Overall budget was not chenged .

Project objeotives: 1) to pond-resr spproximately 130,000 brond year 1989 Irow
Gate Hatchery fall chinook (o yearling sise and rejmnse on site In widdle
Kiameth River subbawin tributeries, 2} to trap eduite and resr progeny of late
fall chinook on Camp Cr-ak. end r-lono' on-site. (Appliee to LRI ahjective

5.8

Pin;lng‘ lenrwd/rnlaunndx 89,8607 yearlings into Indien Creeh (20N were
CWTlagged): 30,880 yearlings into Klk Creek (3100% CWTagged): TA_A°® yearlings
into Bluff Creek (80% CWTagged}: 11,070 yesrlinge inte Camp Creek (lalt
maxiilary ¢iip). Total yearlinge roleceed = 180,106, Project objective mat,
Agreamant hjstory: Punding of thie projeect wes taken Over by tha (MPVYS pert
way through the rearing season, Projeot cosplete. Fine) report received on
scheduie, 23-08-01 -

Project objeotives: See project 90-8.1

Findinge: Continuation of ennua] fleh rearing project.

Releases of brood yesr 1900 falil chinook:

4,703 subyearlings (no CWT) into Hunter Creek; 8,740 yc-rlln(- (al] CWTagged)
into Hunter Creak; 12,300 yearlings (8l) CWTegged) into Cappel) Creek: 3, 000
subyaar]inge (all CWTagged) ond 8,143 yesrlinge (eil C¥Tagged) into Pecwsn
Creak. Total rejeasas: 23,183

yaarlings and 7.702 subyeerlinge. Project objectives pertielly set,
esoapement resulted in low egy take,

Agroesent history: Agreaemant was modified once to facilfitate chunges in

raaring etretegies, Final report received 3-16-92 (due 1-01-91). Agreseent
olosed.

Ponr

Projeot objmotive: te trap sufflolent BY1000 broedetock (n Runter Creeh end
the mejnsten Kleawath River 0 supply emnough eyed eogye te the Yuroh A elereted
rearing pend pro}rct tn meet produotion goale of 100.000 Fleh (40, 008
yasrilngs and 40,000 fingerlings), (Applies to LRP objective 3.0)

Pindings: Kunter Creek weir trepped 8§ fell ohimook, end meinetew gil, .t
capture component ceught and epawned 13 female late fall chinook. TYo. ' eyed
egye delivered to the progrem wae 99,93). Project edjective por!lollv e,

Low excspenent beyond control of ocooperstor,

Agreement history) Project cemplete. Finel report reeeived on schedule,
3-15-91, Agreement closed, '

Project ebjeative: to survey lower Klamath River side pools for etranded fieh,

trep and reer chinook la Yurok fish reering fecilities. (Applies to LRP pelley
5.8.6)

Findings: Injtial survey indioated few fleh were etranded, praject wae
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03/20/93
XLAMATH RIVER ZISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FEDERALLY PUNDED PROJECTS
PISCAL YEARS 1980-93
FY PROJECT  COOPERATOR SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST COMMENT
NUMBER
dimscontinued. Ko need to continue, project objectives mot attempted beynnd
initial]l survey,
Agreesent history: 32,3060 PY1002 funde were deobligested. Project cruplete.
e run fall 13184 Project objectivas: 1) See project 01-FR-2. (project will inclwde brrodetech
o3 FR- 2 NCIDC Lower Klanath au§h‘-ln :::no:k gillnet oapture efforts at the mouth of Cappel] Creek).
capture on majinstea Pindinge: One grilse trapped at NHunter Craek Veir: 6 femeles trapped ond
Klamath, epawnad near the south of Cappell Creek, 10 femnles trapped end spawned in the
’ mainetem gillnat capture effort, Totel green egge deliverad to the Yurok
acorlerated otockling progrem was gpproxisately 73,039, Project odjectives
only partislly met becauce of Jow escapesant,
. : Agreemnnt historyt $10,700 FY1001 fundo obligated for project, To tal cest of
project 823,884, Project coaplete. Final report recaived on schedvle.
3-02-92,
93 k= ¢ NCIDC Middle Klamath Middle Klamath 301718 Project objeotive: See projeot 00-FR-117,
sudbbasin chinook rearing pond Pindinge( Rejmssad approxiwately 143,000 yesrlings In Gctoher, 1992,
_operation, ) Agreoment history: Final report not reoceivead yet (dve 12-)1-92).
Cooperator jdentified ourplus funde totalling
$32,637 for project. Agreeoent modifled to wtilize surplue funde fer etart
up, droodstook colleotion, snd eerly resring phases of 1992/9)
trapping/rearing sesson,
o8 R~ 6  NCIDC Lower Klamath esubbasin Yurok Reservation 133088 Project objwotiven: See project 90-6.1,
late run fall Pindinges: Continuation of annual fieh rearing project.
. chinook rearing pond Approximately 30,700 yearlings resleseed in Octnher/Noveabrr 1992,
! ' program, Agreemant hictory: Pinel report mot received yeot (due 12-31-92).
’ PP, M o Cooperstor ldentified surplue funds totalling 320,768 for project. MNodified
: o " agreement to utillize surplus funde for broodetock collection snd eserly
stert-up resring phases for 1992/08 fieh rearing seeson,
93 FR- ¢ NCIDC Lower Klamath subbasin Yurok Reservatjion 186010 Projeot objectives: 3) to trap and epasm eufficjent Jete fall run
late run fall ohinook to provide enough green ogue to produce 18,000 finger)ing end 78, 000
ohinook rearing yearling ohinonk, 3) to rear juvenilew in lower Klamath River trihwteries teo
progranm, target size befora relesse, (Applies to LRP objeotive 8.A}
_ Pindinget Piret interim preport for October end Novesber 1992 fndjcates 8)
L . females and 50 males captured in majnetesm gll)lnet copture project. Ne fish
.o ' trapped Iin Hunter Craek, 31,741 green ¢ gue on hend by 11-31-92. 20 edwite
: oaptured in mainates neer the south of Cappel] -- not report on nwebers
. spawned or egge obdbtained, Trapping operation In Pecwen Creeh wea wnswcceosely)
bocaven of erratic flows, Project objectives pertislily wet et tiee eof
. o reporting.
T e : . ’ Agreswment history: Dreft agreesent eent to cooperater 11/02. MNave met
" ) received comaents cooperster en dreft egreewent. .
93 TR- 0 KCIDC Klamath Basin Middle Klamath 800767 Project objective: to trep sdulte, spown, rear snd relesse 120 000 peecrling =~ .-
) ohjinook rearing pond . fall ohinook in varjoue alddle Klesath tributeries. (Appllee te LAP objeetlive .
and broodatook wejr 8.B) ’ .

conntruotion/operatt Findingn1 Trapping weire were opereted on Canp end Indian C 'aop Croen
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03/26/08
PY PROJECT  COOPERATOR
NUMBER
1 )
98 NP=18 Xaruk Tribe of
California
93 KP=18 Karuk Tridbe of

California

90 3,71 shasta Valley RCD

e
‘00" ‘6,14 SioKiyou RCD

USRI U]

' Rl N

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA

Nainstem Klamath River

Mainsten Xlamath River

Shasta River subbasin

'loott River subbasin

KLAMATH RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PRDERALLY PUNDED PROJECTS
PISCAL YEARS 1089-9)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Watear temperature
monitoring of the
Klamath River
mainaten at seven
locations

Water teaperature
monitoring of the

"Klamath River

aninntem st seven
locations,

Bhasta River
fisharies water
quality project.

Bediment budget for

the Scott River,
Pheee I, v

COST COMMENT

watershed restoration efforts by wonlitoring and evalueting the change I8

ahannel bedform end spawning greve]l quelity for three consecutive yeere.

(Applies to LRP polioy 3.9)
Pindinge: Cannnt asreae whather project objective hao been partielly schieved
becauce firat snnusl report not yet receajved (due 2-26-93).

Agreement history: No modificstions. Terminatjon date 3-31-9%.

34000 Projmot objmotivea; 1) to eemple dajly senvonal daily water temperature

oconditlons throughout the Xlemsth River meinetes, 2) to Isnlate changea In
moinstam water tamparaturec by streas resch, 3) to determine 1f streasf)owe
fron Loat River, Keno and Iron Gate Dame eignificently a(lect weter
terperatures in the Klameth River, 4) fncorporate date into cleen water
amssepsponts, (Applies to LRP polioy $3.33)

Pindinge: Equipwent purchased, sonitoring eites i[dontifllied, saonjtoring begea
in 10992 at Ishi Pishl Palle., Project objeotives partially meat. PFiret
quarterly repoirt recaived on sohedule,

Project to be completad by 8-98,

Agreement history: PY199) prepossl funded with FYI902 fundes te

allow earlinr start of project, $24,000 FY1992 fwnds oblligated,

Kodified agreement to inorease funding by 812,740 of FY199) funde te felly
fund project. -

13740 8¢ comments for project 02-KP-108,

34470 Project objective: to detormine which weter quelity persmeters of the Sheets

River have a negative impaot en ansdremous fieh pepuletions ia thet epetew.
{Applies to LRP polioy 2.C.8)

Findingn: Water quality was ponftored during 19900 end the primsary limiting
factor for fish survival wes exceseive water tespereture in the svemer menthe,
Projeot objectives met.

Agresrent history: Pinal repert received em eschedule (5-31-01).
olosed, :

Agrevsent

80000 Project objeotivea: 1) to analyse waterehed dynseice and deteraine sovreve of

granitio sediment produotion in the Bcott River Besin, 2) detereine groniltie
sediment etorege and treneport of Gcoett River within Soott Velley. 3)
dotermine Impact of granitio sediment on snleon end etesiheed spewming In
8agott River and selected tributaries. (Applies to LRP poliey 3.7)

Pindings: Yield of granitic eedimentes intc the foett Alver are eetivsted ot
71,800 tona/year, Total eroefon ectimated et 340,460 tons/year; primery
o0uUross are roed ocute (40%), streasbanke (23%), roed fille (21N), okidéd trslle
(13%), and the balenoe from rosd surfsces, othor sheet and rilil evesion. snd
lendslidas, Variable tmpacts of pediment on selmonid habdltet ere reported In
the litera ture, but all indicete 1noressling lepact with lacreasing Cines.
Substrate Information gathered in this report will provide e gond haseline
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PY PROJECT  COOPERATOR
NUMBER

90 4.2 Siskiyou RCD

91 NP=10 8iskiyou RCD

89 3.41 USPS Xlamath
: National Forest

P

[ IR RN

- 09 4. lamath

sl Poreet

SUDBASIN/PLAN AREA

Soott River subbasin

Scott River subbasin

Middle Xlamath
subbesin

" Klamath Basin

KLAMATH RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PEDERALLY PUNDBD PROJECTS
PISCAL YEARS 1960-93

PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST COMMENT

from vhleh to monitor change, Project ohjectives wet.
Agreement history: Agreesant budget modifled to redistribute fundo within line
{tems, Pinal report recefved 11-90 (dve 1-90). Agreesent cloeed.

Scott River subbasin 30768 Projeot objeotives: 1) to implement Phase [I of the Scott River sediment
sediment study, study, 2) inventory eroslon eites Iin French Crvek (ohown to be contributing
Phase 11 significant portion of granitio sediment
to Scott River). (Applies to LRP policy 3.7)
Pindinge: The cooparator ldentified 003 erosion “etetione” In the French Creeh
drainage. Thesa stations were grouped jnto 162 rraches”™ of which N were
idantified As priority resghes for erosion control eseswren. Trenteent of
theee priority sites wnuld cost and eatisated 9470 ,0924. Projert nhjectives
net,
Agreemant hictory: Agreement wee modifjed twioe; once to redietrihute fends
among existing line items, and once te e¢xtend the taresination dete free )-01
to 3-91, Yinal report received 13-01 (dwe date 1-91). Agreewment clesed.

Inventory riparian 7084 Projeoct objeactivee; 1) to curvey oxfoting riparien conditione in the velley
zons of valley resch reaoch of the Scott River, 2) owrvey lendoemare for willingness te jepreve
of Scott River ripsrisn conditions., (Applies to LRPF policy 3.7)

msaineten, Yindingm: Approximately 39,0 ofles of the Bcott River riperian cor ridor

within the Scott Valley were surveyed, 9373 eitee ware (dentified oo neeling
inprovement, Priwary sctjons recommended to alleviete prodiews inclede
livestock exolusion fencing, riperien pleating, rip-rep plecrwent on
streanbanke., Project objeotives met.

Agreement history: Agreemont wes modifled once to redistribute fende eoweng
exioting budget line {temes and te oxtend termimetion date frow 12-01-9) to
0-30-92 in ordar to complete the finel report. Fins) repert recelved 7-22-92
(orfiginally due 12-91), '

Habitat type and - 70000 Projeot objeotives: 1) to acsces gquantity and quelity of jwvomile

standing crop rearing and aduit holding habitat during Leee flow conditions far 128 ellee of
estimate on 128 otream (11 different niddle Klasath stresws), 8) to

milen of middle detormine habditet preference €uring the 1000 end 1909 field eranone.

Klamath streans, (Applies to LRP pnijoles 9.2, 3.12, 9.193)
. Pindinge: Cooperator'ec aurvey orews evalusted over 2.4 sillion e of rearing
hedjtat during J0AN/A0 fleld pesson, Water guality and quantity condjtiene
. reach oritical or lethe] loevele in Shaste and fcott Wivere, Yreke,

, Sheokleford/Nill and Indian Oreeks. Rearing hebitat generslly lecked lorge

" woody dedris, Spawning habitat not thought te be limiting prodwction in the

L study erea. Roocommendations inclevde riporien revegetetien, providing large
woody dedrjs atrugtures, .nd etreesbenk stedilisation In eelect areas.
Projeot objmotives met,
Agreement history| Agrecmant modirjed once te entond term of sgreseent hv one
sonth. PFinel report received 7-01-90 (dwe 3-01-90). Agreewent cleved. e

EZvaluate existing Projeat objectives; to ovnlﬁcto 10 difforont hebitet wmodificetin ochnlques :ﬁ

hahitat 0 deteraine which most effectively restored esimonid epeswnin rus!'
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NUMBER
90, 8.41 USPS Klamath Salnon River subbasin
_ , , National Forest
;i xp-y USPS Kiasath ' - Salmon River subbasia
National Porest
91 KP= 9 USPS Klamath Salmon River Suddasin
Natlonal Yoreet
03 NP~ 8 USPS Kimath - Middle Klamath
National Forest subbasin
)
; ;;H.n
60 2.44 USPWS Conutal Lower Kiamath subbasin

California FRO

o gubtotal **
[ERAUHIV

AR N ‘n

o¢ Category: Habitat Restoration
89 4,18 City of Vreka Shesta River subbasin

KLAMATK RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PEDERALLY PUNDED PROJECTS
PISCAL YEARS 3989-03

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

juprovemente,

Habitat produotivity
survey

Conduot watershed
Improvement neads
inventory (WINI) on
South Pork SBalmon
River,

Analyxe sediment

delivery.

Coarne Voody Debris

‘Survey of

Mid-~Klamath
tributeries,

Habitet avafiable
for fall chimook In
Blue Creek.

t A R

Control bank erosjon
in Yraka Creek, a
tributery to the
Rhasta River,

CosT

46247

18500

38190

4800

COMMENT

canditione, (Applies to LRP poltioy 3.13, 9.13)
Pindingo: The modif)ed Riason sewthod was used to olessify hahitare recsuiting
from instresw habjtat modifjocation struotures, Cabled cover loge and Algger

logs were found to be the moet cost efflcient Dabitet enhancemant structuree
of those studind, Houlder wejire were the enet expensive end least cost

efficlent. HRigh stealhead spewner uee wae seenclatrd with bovider greups with
wood and bou)der/rootwad groups, Overhesd cover waw eleo found tn he en
important oriterion for juvenile salwonid wee when pleced in Nuhly preferred
rearing hab)tat typeas, Projeot ohjeotives wet,

Agreement history: Agreesent podified once to extend tern of egrecesnt by one
month., Final report received 7-37-00 (due 2-01-90). Agreceent cleoeed.

D

Soe comments for project 80-2.41, f'cu-‘v'd . as-’j, (Dv( 2-0,?,/)

Continuation of efforts. Flwal pe

Project objective: to survey the upper South Pork Seleon River snd develep o
Watershed Improvement Needs Inventory. {(Applive to LAP policy 35.0)

Pindings: The inventory revealed 183 riperisn miles along etireas courses In
the watershed. Of the 02 miles of perennisl etresm resches ldA=atiflied, 10
miles were deternined to be in excellent condition, 09 wiles “gnod™, 30 wilee
"fair®, and 3 milas “ponr.” MNeny recommendatjons are sede to l-arovo
oonditions at various sjtee. Projeot objective met,

Agreenent history: Pins)] egreewent received 1-92 (due 9-91).

Project objmotive: to develop & preliminery sediment dudget for the Selven
River subbasin. {(Applles to LRP poljoy 3.9)

Findings: Pinal report not received yst. Not sdle to essess the etudy.
Projeot objeotive not met,

Agreenent hietory: Timal repert due 0-93,

Projeot objactive: to survey woody debris in W, Fk. Clear, upper Clear,

Rainy Valley, upper Elk, snd upper Dillon Creeks. (Applies to L&P policy 3.13)
Findings: Projeot not soheduled for implementation until sveeer '93.

Agreenent history: Interagency agreewent not finslized yet. Awsiting
infornation form cooperator of a higher renking preject. Finel M«n widd
impact this interagency agresewent fundiag.

See oOmmente fgr projeot 09-8.83 (&6. l’) . .

Project objeotive: to 0ontrol etreembdank erosise on Yrehs Creeh.
LRP poliocy 3.3)

Pindinges: 600 feet of stresvbank were protcctcd by vee of vllln- eat benk
etabllinatinn atrunturee and with willow plentings. Rrasinn significantiy.

(Applles te
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PV PROJECT  COOPERATOR

NUNBER

03 KR~33

03 um-34

o1 ¥R-08'

93 NR-32¢

91 HR-31123

20

Oreat Northera
Corporation

Oreat Northern
Corporation

L ey
Roopa Valley Tribe

NCIDC

Shasta RCD

11

USrs Xiamath
ational Porest

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA

Shaste River suddasin

Shasta River subdbasin

Lower Kilsmath subbasin

Lower Klamath subbasin

Shasta River sudbasin

Salmon River subddeein

KLAMATH RIVER PISNERY RESBTORATION PROGRAM
PEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1069-0)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST COMMENT

Project objectives wot
Agreveoent

reduced, exposing gravele for steelhead epeawning.
Agreesent history: Final report received shasd of scheduie, 8-99.
oloeed,

Projoot objactive: to promote recovery of the riparfen corridor elong the
Shaata River by i(natalling epproximstely 7,900 feet of

S-~etrand barbed wire cattle exolusion femcing. (Applies to LRP policy 3.6)
Pindinge:1 None, Project not jmplesented yet.

Agreemsent hlstory: Project te be gompleted by 0-94.

Parker riparian 41400

fence conetruotion.

Projeot objective: to provide matorje) and hand toole for vee by voluatear
groupa involved with riparian fencing/plenting projects In the Shaste Velley.
(Applies to LRP polloy 3.6)

?Pindinge: None raported. Toole and equipwent not purcheeed yet.
objeotive not set,

Agreoment history: Punded with FYi992 funde, smended FY92 egrerwent with Great
Northern Corporation to fecilitete thie sgreesment,

Volunteer support 0
package. :

Project

Project objectiven: 1) to {mplement Phase IJ1 of the Pine Crerk wmode])
watershed restoration project, ) to reduce eroelon end sedisent yield In Pline
Creek. (Appllies to LRP polioy 3.9)

Pindinge: Work {n progress, Cannot sesese whether project odjecti veeo have
bean met, no final report recelved.

Agreemant history: Agreement ®0difind twica; once to entend the te relnating
dote from 01-92 to 09-82, end once to modify the dudget to allow paysant far
oconsultant/contractor expenses. Finel report not received (duwe 09-30-92).

Control or prevent 01011
erosfon of esodiment

into Pine Creek,

Project objeactives| 1) to improve sduit accose at mouvth of Tarwp Creeh, 2) te
evaluateo effoctivenass of projoot, (Applies to LA? policy 3.10)

?indinge: Xone reported. Project to be fsplemented fn summer, 190 3.
Riparian restoration plan required, purcuant to U.8. Arey Corpe of fngineere
Permit, prior to lmplewentation ef preject, Projeot

objectives not mot yet, s

Agreement history: Agreoment modifjed onoo to extend milestene detes by 13
months, Notified cooperstor that riperien restoration piesn le required,

Migration darrier 10103
removal on Tarup

Creek,

Easton bank 73191
proteotion and

ripsrian fenocing.

Projaot objectiva: to fmprove riperian conditions slong the Shaste River by
construoting oattle exclusion fence slong epproxfsstely 1,200 lineal feet of
streambank. {(Applies R0 LRP pol feoy 5.10)

' Findinge: Project not japiomented yet, Projeot odjective not met yot.
Agreencnt history: Agreesent modified to ollow D-strand bardbed wire fencing
natorfale and to utijixe willow mete for bank steabjiizetion, end te entewnd
project initiation date. Projeot echeduled for completion 8-93.

Provide native
planta to reseed
riparian gones {n
portions of N and 9

Projoot objective: to 00} Joot Bative sesds slong the Talwon River riparisas
corridor, germinate (n nurcery and previde for plu ' ,ag (wnder o difforent
agreement). . (Applies to LRP polioy 3.8, 3.19) : i

indingat Projact (leld work complete, but finel report mot

19987

yet: '~

»
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KLAMATK RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FRDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1080-03
ry PiOJZCT COOPBRATOR‘ SUBBASTIN/PLAN AREA PROJECT DEBSCRIPTION COST COMMENT
NUMBER
Forks. Project objective not met, no asvessment poesible.
Agreement history: Pins] report origineslly due 9-92.
93 ¥R-38 USPS Klawath Salmon River suddasin KNative seed 4844 Projeot 6b}ootlve: to colloot native riparjan vegretation seeds for
National Porest colleotion -~ Salmon germination end growth to seediings. (Applies to LRP policy ¥.13)}
River Drainage, Pindings: None reported. Projeot to be implemented in 1993. Ne ensesteent af

project objectives, .
Agreement history: Interagency sgreemeat not finalized. Aweiting inforeation
froa other ocooperator,

»

*% gubtotal **

149181

*s Category: Progrem Adminjetration . _ )
"0 0.3 Usrws Klsmath Basin Regional Office 80000 Project objective: To administer the Xlsseth River Fishery Restorstioa Progree
: Overhead. and participate on two Federal advieory committees; the Kismeth River Sesvin
Pisheries Taak Foroe snd the Klsmath
FPishery Management Counall.
Pindings: Projeot odjective met.

90 0.8  Usrws Klasmath Dasin Regiona) Office 93000 Project objective: See comment for preject 99-0.8.
BN . Overhesd Findinge: Project odbjective met.
60 0.1 USFWS Klamath River Klamath Basin Oparate Kiamath 108760 Projeot objectivea: 1) to provide edminietrative esupport for the Kileweth
TRO River Pishery River Flishery Restoration Progrem, %) to provide pudblio informatien eervicee,
Resourae Office. 3) to provide technioal support and evsiustion of the Restorstion Progres.

(Applien to LRP objective 7)
Pindinge: Project objective met,

90 0.1 USPWS Klasath River Xlemath Basin Operate Kiamath 240817 See comments for project 39-0.1.
,ruo River Viehery
‘ : _ Resource Offjice
01 iA-.a USMNS Klamath River Klemath Bssin Operation of Klasath 363000 See oomment for proJoci 09~0.1.
SRR Fishary Resourcge
office.
91 PA= 4  USFWS Klamsth River Xlamath Besin USPWS Rogional " 80000 See comment for project $9-0.3,
o FRO 0ffice overhead.' S .
o i [ ] . .
98 PA='4 USYWS Klamath River Klamath Basia Adninister contracts 148000 See comment for project 90-0.1,
k Ro and oooperative
agroaments to
impleament

reotoration progrem
93 PA~ 1 USFWS Kiawath River Klusath Basin Adeinister contrects 1498500 See commwent for project 90-0.1.

—_—
_—
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NUKBER

FRO

e gubtotal °**

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA

e Category! Program Coordination

92 PA- 8

o3 PC- 8

03 PC- 3

92 PA=- 8

o8 PC- 1

Oreat Northern

Corporation

Great Northern
Corporation

Klamath Forest
Alllance - SRCC

Shesta Valley RCD

Siekiyou RCD

Shesta River subdbasin

Shasta River subdasin

Salmon River subddbasin

Shasta River subdbasin

Soott River subdasin

KLAMATH RIVER PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PEDF.RALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
PISCAL YRARS 1980-93

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

and cooperetive
agreaments to
implemant
restoration progrem

Shanta River CRNP
Pield Projects
Coordinator.

Shasta River CRNP
Pield Projects
Coordinator,

Develop and
jmplemant Salmon
Rivar Commsunjity
Restoration Program,

Operating expeanses
for Shaets Valley
CRMP to coordinete
restorstion work,

Boott Valley
Coordinated Resource

‘Menagement Plan,

COST COMMENT

1189077

seve1

0878

2000

24134

Projoct objeotives: to provide funde for project coordinetor for feplewsenting
habitat rostoration work in the Bhasts Vallay (for tho Shasts Valley CRNP) in
PV1002 and PYI003, (Applies to LRP policies 3.2 and 3.6)

Pindings: Riperrisn areas of the Rheeta surveyed, landowners contacted,
resulting In about a dorven piperian restoration projert properals heling
developed by the cooperstor or local consarvetion group {(Grest Northern
Corporation), and funded by COPC or by USPWS. Project objectives partislly
met for PYI902. [lmplewenting FV1003 project now,

Agreesent hictory: Agreamont sodified to fund the FY1903 project (ldenticel te
FY1993 projeot) with FY1993 funde., Pinel report wmot recelved, (dve 2-20-93),

See ocomment for projeot 02-PA-6,

Projeot objective: Develop Gelmon River Cosmunity Cooperative Resource
Restoration Program Plan/e and implawent ehort tera restoration seasuree by
training volunteers to do restoratjon work in the lol-on River swh haein.
Meets LRP policy 3.1, (~...e01101t the

support of oltizane.., Nold treining eeeoions on restoretion terhniques.
Enoourage the formetion of loosl restorstien growpe to “edopt”™ esub-beeine end
bacone advocatos for fisheries..,") '

FPindinge: None reportad yet.

Agreement history: Tesks jdentifled In agrecnent were wnderway |n g tiwely
manner, Locs] coordinstor werke wal) with Joosl people. Agency end tribel
oxpertiso provides tcehnle-) oupport, (Excellent

ocostibenefit,

Projeot objective; to provide funding for edsinfetrative ectivitics of the
Shasta Valley CRMP, (Applfies to LRP policy 3.2 and 3.6).

rindinge: XMoney being usad for postage end office supplies.

Agreement hietory: Mndjfjed egresment te entend tersinstien dete

from 13-31-02 to 12-31-99,

Projeot odjfeoctiven; 1) to fostor dewelopment of, and fmplamentatina of,
watershad restoration and education projecte, 3) to support the Arcatt Rive;
Watershed CRMP procees by providing funding fer steflfing end od-lnlv!ro'!vo -
needn. (Appliee to LAP polioies 3.7, 7.9) .

indinge: Program manager hired to publlot-o CRMP qotivitiee,

C aeet log
f msinutes, aduinieter progres.  Neneger hes developed a pne

eriptine
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02 PA- 1

98 PA= 4 USPWS Klamath River
PRO

93 PC= § USPWS Klamath River
FRO

93 PC- 2 USPNB llallth River

FRO

% gydtotal °**

*® Category: Program Planning
[ 1] 1.1 Rier Associates

o0 3.1 Kier Assoolates

*® gubtotal **

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA

Teohnical Work Group Klamath Basin

Klamath Basin

Klamath Basin

Klamath Pasin

Klamath Basin

Klamath Basin

KLAMATH RIVER PISHERY RBSTORATION PROGRAM
PEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1989-93

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Three year action
plan

Logistionil esupport
for advisory
committeen, coord,
of reatoration
sotivities,

Loglistical support
for advisory
coamittees, coord,
of restoration
sotivities,

Teohnical/operations
1 support for.

watershed-based
restoration
plenning.

Davelop long range
plan and
environmental
sseeesAent,

Amend long range
plan to inolude
Upper Klamath

subbasin iesues,

CosT

160000

272300

16000

841190

140138

30149

170304

COMMENT

¥i)] hire soon.
Agreesent hietory: Agreesent eigned 3-93.

for the Projects Conrdinator positjon.

Prngect objective: to develop & 3-year sction plen. (Appiies to LRF policy
7.10Q)

Pindinge: No activity,

Agroesent history: No funds used., FPY1I902 funds were nmever ohligeted,

Projeot ohjective: to provide lngletiosl suppert for two sdvisnry

comuitteen; the Kiawath River Besin Fieharies Teek Force and the Kiamath
Pishary Management Council., (Appliee to LRP objective 7)

Pindingn: Includen perunnnel and trave]l coets for steff, end travel coete for
agenoy advisory comalttes sembers, and logistical costs for sdvisnry coamittes
meetings. Project objectives met.

See honontn for project 91-PA-4, (?.5' z»)

Projeot objective: to provide additionsl funding to support for
watershed-based planning efforts.
Pindinge: Punding not utiljsed, to date. -

Project objective: to develop & long renge plan for the Kiesath River Basin
Pishery Reetoratjon Program,

Findingn: Project abjective met,

Contraot history: Long range plen complieted ond dietributed y-01.

Contraot oloved,

Project objeotive: to develop a dralt planning docusent that includes
disoussion of issuas and policies pertinent to the upper Kieweth River Basim
(Applies o LRP polioy 7.4) '
Pindinge: Scoping effort revealed the need to addrees weter quality and
quantity fssues jn the upper baein, thet Infiuence the resterstion eof
anadromous fish populations. Projeot objective wet.

Contract history: Contreot 0lesed,
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(1 1] (L)
Total 8007027



ATTACHMENT 8

DRAFT

RESULTS OF A REVIEW OF SALMON AND STEELHEAD
HATCHERY PRODUCTION IN THE KLAMATH RIVER SYSTEM

Background and Process

During the summer of 1992, the chairpersons of the Klamath River
Basin Fisheries Task Force, the Rlamath Fisheries Management
Council, and the Trinity River Basin Fish and Wildlife Task
Force, collectively known as the "Three Chairs", requested a
review of California salmon and steelhead hatchery production in
the Klamath River system. The requests resulted from concerns
over issues related to hatchery production that were expressed by
committee members and other interested parties. Two major
concerns were expressed: : :

1. Potential competition between hatchery and naturally
"produced juvenile fish for limited rearing habitat in the
river system may depress the survival of naturally produced
salmon or steelhead;

2. Genetic variability throughout the system may be decreasing
because of the perceived overwhelming influence of a large
population of hatchery fish that could have significantly
less genetic variability than the naturally reproducing

stocks.

In light of these concerns, the Three Chairs requested a review
of production at Iron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries, which
are operated by the Department of Fish and Game (Department), and
appointed representatives from each of the three advisory groups
as participants on a hatchery production Review Team. Appointed
advisory group team members included representatives from the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the United States Bureau
of Reclamation, Humboldt State University, the Hoopa Valley
Tribal Council, California’s commercial salmon fishing industry,
and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. A complete
listing of participants appears as an appendix to this report.
The Department responded positively to the request for a review
of hatchery production, establishing the Review Team as a forum
for potential development of new ideas useful in the periodic
review and revision of the operating goals and constraints for
its salmon and steelhead hatcheries in the Klamath/Trinity
system. The Department review had commenced approximately one
year earlier, but it was essentially restarted with the advent of

the Review Team.
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The team first convened in November, 1992, in Redding. At that
meeting, all of the major concerns and corollaries of these
concerns were discussed in a general manner. The advisory nature
of the Review Team was highlighted amidst the legal mandates and
policies under which the Department must operate its anadromous
hatcheries. The meeting adjourned following a call by the
Department for participants to provide specific written comments
on hatchery production issues by December 10. The group agreed
to meet again in January, 1993 to allow the Department to respond
to any comments it had received.

The second meeting was held on January 13, 1993, also in Redding.
Where possible, the Department provided written responses to
comments received by the due date, and the group discussed the
responses. In addition, several specific findings were made
regarding hatchery production in the Klamath and Trinity basins.
The Department stated that it would prepare a progress report
that detailed the findings of the Review Team at the March, 1993
meeting of the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force. A final
report was to have been presented by the Department at the May,
1993 meeting of the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force.

The report presentation sequence was subsequently changed to the
March, 1993 meeting of the Task force and the next Three Chairs :
meeting, respectively, for the two reports.

Production Goals and Constraints

Production at each of California’s salmon and steelhead
hatcheries is governed by a formal set of written production
goals and constraints for that hatchery. These documents state
the target number of eggs that is to be taken for each species
and stock reared at the hatchery, how many fish are to be reared,
and sizes, times, and locations of release. The documents
further provide that eggs will be taken throughout spawning runs
and that any excess early eggs taken will be destroyed or used
for other programs. Exceptions to the stated criteria require
the written approval of the appropriate Regional Manager and the
Chief of Inland Fisheries Division. Copies of the current
documents for Iron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries are appended
to this report.

California adopted the working policy of having a set of formal
production goals and constraints for its salmon and steelhead
hatcheries to ensure that these hatcheries produce fish in
numbers sufficient to meet mitigation goals and make the best use
of hatchery space without adversely affecting salmon and
steelhead spawning naturally in the remaining habitat. These
criteria minimize the potential for significantly lessened
genetic variability in hatchery products, when compared to
naturally spawned stocks, and reduce the likelihood for in-
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hatchery genetlc mixing of unique, naturally spawning stocks.
Release sizes and timing take into account the best information
available on survival to adulthood and interactions that may
occur between hatchery fish and their naturally spawned
‘counterparts.

Salmon and steelhead hatchery goals and constraints are reviewed
periodically and revised as new information becomes available or
as conditions in the environment change. Revisions take into
account the knowledge and suggestions of hatchery managers and
inland and ocean fishery managers. They also are strongly
influenced by the Department’s obligations to meet mitigation
goals and to provide fishing opportunities to sport and -
commercial fishers. Proposed changes to production goals and
constraints are adopted following thorough review and written
approval by the appropriate Regional Manager and the Chief of
Inland Fisheries Division. California began its most current
updating of production goals and constraints for its salmon and
steelhead hatcheries approx1mately one year ago, making the
current review timely.

Specific Issues Raised by the Review Team

This section deals with specific issues that were discussed by
~team members during the review. Although the subjects generally
fell into the two broader categories listed in the Introduction,
the intent here is to summarize the points that were brought up
by team members.

Competition Between Hatchery and Naturally Spawned Fish

Discussion on this subject centered primarily on the time, hence
size, at which fish are released. Some team members strongly
supported confining hatchery releases of chinook salmon to the
fall, as yearlings, in both the Klamath and Trinity rivers. They
suggested this approach because of the belief that yearling

- hatchery fish, unlike advanced fingerlings, move downstream
relatively quickly and are less likely to residualize and compete
for food and cover with naturally spawned fish rearing in the
river. Further, they contended that they believed that the
majority of naturally spawned fish have migrated from the river
system by fall. o

Another argument offered by some team members in support of
yearling releases was their contention that some fish released
from the hatchery in the spring as smolts may remain in the
estuary longer than fish released as yearlings. They felt that
during the period of estuarine residency, these fish become
susceptible to mortality factors related to competition for food
and space in suitable habitat. Their feeling was that yearling
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releases resulted in hatchery fish reaching the estuary
coincident with their natural time of movement into the ocean,
thus avoiding the period of residualization.

Production of coho salmon at Trinity River Hatchery was
questioned by some team members. .These members wondered why
there was mitigation for a species that they thought may not have
occurred historically in areas upstream from the site of Trinity
Dam. They felt that production of this species resulted in
needless competition with fish that were naturally produced
farther down stream. Some also suggested that if coho were not
reared, more space would be available at the hatchery for rearing
addltlonal chinook yearlings.

The team agreed that mitigation for steelhead was not achieving
its goals in the Trinity River. The group did not, however,
conclude that hatchery production was the reason for this.
Rather, they agreed that a basin-wide investigation, geared to
determining specific actions needed for increasing steelhead
numbers, should be implemented by the Department. The study
would include consideration of hatchery production, as well as
habitat factors potentially in need of modification in restoring
Trinity River steelhead.

For all species, the team expressed concern over disposition of
excess eggs by hatcheries. Excess egg take occurs because the
exact magnitude and duration of a spawning run and the conversion
from egg to fry in a hatchery are difficult to predict each year.
Therefore, a disproportionate number of eggs may be taken earlier
in the season to insure against a shortfall in the total egg
take, if the run proves to be smaller than expected. Further, a
total surplus of eggs is taken in case the hatchery experiences
catastrophic egg or fry mortality. The team members were
concerned regarding the disposition of excess eggs. They
considered the offspring from them as potential competitors for
food and cover with naturally spawned fish. They were also
concerned with genetic considerations (addressed in the next
section of this report).

Team members were also concerned over the disposition of "grade-
outs". After eggs are hatched and the juveniles are moved to
outside raceways, they are periodically graded for size and
thinned as necessary to maintain optimum numbers of fish for the
hatchery’s capacity. The number of fish -during a season that is
thinned, the "grade-outs", can be significant. Review Team
members expressed concern that releasing these fish into the
river causes unnecessary competition with naturally spawned fish,
and possible reduction in genetic variability of the stocks.




Genetic Effects of Batchery Production

This subject received less direct discussion than the subject of
competition, although it was recognized by the team that all of
the items discussed under competition also had implications for
the genetic makeup of salmon and steelhead stocks in the Klamath
and Trinity systems. For example, some team members believed
that failure to destroy or otherwise prevent entry into
anadromous waters of the offspring from excess eggs taken during
any part of a spawning run may result in production of a hatchery
product that mirrors natural genetic variability less than it
could. Likewise, they believed that releasing hatchery fish at
times when they are likely to compete with naturally spawned fish
for limited available habitat also can decrease overall genetic
variability of the stocks, if the hatchery stock lacks the
genetic variability of natural spawners, and if the hatchery
offspring are successful and displace their naturally spawned
counterparts.

The team members made it known that they believed rearing
enhancement fish was inappropriate at either of the hatcheries,
since they believed hatchery production should be limited to
replac1ng natural productlon from habitat now lost because of
dams.” They considered rearing more than the number of fish
called for under mitigation agreements a practice that had the
potential to lessen the genetic variability of salmon and
steelhead populations in the river system, because they believed
that hatchery products would genetically overwhelm natural
spawners. They also were concerned over potential increases in
competition for habitat between hatchery and naturally produced
fish.

The question of why coho rearing was part of the Trinity River
mitigation agreement was asked in the contexts of both genetics
and competition. Some of the team members felt that coho should
not be reared unless it could be demonstrated that they had
occurred above the dam site prior to comnstructicn, since, if not,
rearing them was an enhancement activity and had the’ potent1a1 to
decrease the genetic variability of naturally spawning coho in
the Trlnlty River.

Another question raised by the team from the perspectlve of

genetic influences caused by hatcheries was why the mitigation |
agreement governing Trinity River Hatchery operations called for
production at a level to result in 9,000 chinook adults returning
to the hatchery each year. It was suggested that this number was
unrealistically high, given that it took into account not only
the actual number of actual spawners that occurred upstream from
the dam site, but added to this figure expected losses that,
prior to dam construction, had been caused by sport fishing.
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Since sport fishing ceased following dam construction, the
contention was that the number of adults.returning to the
hatchery called for in the agreement should be lowered. The
feeling was that these "extra" spawners, which they assumed were
of hatchery origin, would spawn naturally, reducing the overall
genetic variability of Trinity River chinook salmon.

A final concern expressed by the team was over potential mixing
of spring-run and fall-run chinook at Trinity River Hatchery.
There was fear that this practice could cause the two stocks to
lose their unique genetic characteristics.

Other Subijects Raised and Discussed

The team briefly discussed interim cooperative rearing projects.
These projects were intended to be temporary and to provide a
means for accelerating restocking of streams that had benefitted
from habitat restoration work. Following reestablishment of
naturally reproducing stocks, the interim projects would have
terminated. Most of these projects had been located in the
Klamath River system, although the Hoopa Valley Tribal Council
has operated a project on the Trinity River for several years.
The Department explained that a 50 percent decrease in funds had
curtailed most of the programs on the Klamath system, and that
rearing efforts outside the hatchery in that system are now
confined to the Fall Creek facility on the upper river.
Reference was made to interest by the United States Forest
Service in pursuing the Hoopa Valley Tribal Council’s interim
rearing program as a means for restoring naturally reproducing
populations in the Trinity River. -

Although the team’s purpose was to discuss hatchery production,
other subjects, more related to hatchery operations, arose and
were discussed. In that operations can affect production, some
of the discussion items are briefly presented here for
information.

Stocking density of fish in hatchery raceways was discussed.
_Some team members suggested that the facilities are not used
optimally and that fish could be stocked less densely in the
hatcheries. The Department responded that unused hatchery space
is more a reflection of depressed runs than of lack of
efficiency, but was open to considering any new information that
was available pertinent to in- hatchery stocking rates.

Water quality and availability were discussed for each of the
hatcheries in terms of how they affected hatchery production.
Recent modernization at Trinity River Hatchery and plumbing
modifications at the Lewiston Reservoir outlet appear to have
solved many of the water quality and quantity problems at Trinity
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River Hatchery. Iron Gate Hatchery experiences a chronic problem
with solids in its water supplies. These solids settle in
incubator trays and may lead to egg losses caused by fungus.
Tests at the hatchery have indicated a 15 percent increase in egg
“survival in incubators supplied with filtered water. Pacific
Power and Light Company is working with us to determine if the
problem can best be solved with installation of a filtration
system or through installation of equipment for pumping ground
water through the incubators. Additionally, water availability
and raceway fish holding capacity presently constrain expansion
of the yearling chinook salmon rearing program at Iron Gate
Hatchery.

Disease and survival of fish in the hatcheries were also
discussed. As a result of these discussions, the US Fish and
Wildlife Service provided disease control reports to hatchery
staff. ' '

Department Responses to Concerns

In this section we present the responses of the Department to the
major concerns raised by the team members.

The Department believes that, given current mitigation _
requirements, water availability, and physical holding space in
the hatcheries, it is operating these hatcheries in the manner
likely to cause the least competition between hatchery and : !
naturally spawned fish. Further, we believe that under current

practices our hatchery fish are unlikely to significantly lessen

the genetic variability of salmon and steelhead in the Klamath

and Trinity rivers. :

Strong feelings were expressed that the Department should convert
entirely to a yearling program for chinook salmon. Our
hatcheries do not have the capacity to hold enough yearling
chinook salmon to meet mitigation requirements for all races, nor
are we convinced that an exclusively yearling program is
desirable. Management decisions by the Klamath Fisheries
Management Council and the Pacific Fishery Management Council are
based on smolt releases. While we are committed to emphasizing
natural production and to conserving wild stocks where they
exist, we are also obligated to manage our fisheries to provide
opportunities for sport and commercial fishers. Restricting
hatchery production to only yearling releases could significantly
reduce the size and number of fish available in the ocean.

Unless new information becomes available to us demonstrating
conclusively that smolt releases in late May and June have
significant detrimental effects on naturally spawning
populations, we will continue to release chinook advanced
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fingerlings (not parr) as well as yearlings, . This year, our
Natural Stocks Assessment Project plans to begin a pilot study
that will address time of entry and period of residency in the
estuary for hatchery and naturally produced salmonids.

Our smolt program is based on several considerations. Ocean
fishery management decisions are based on smolt releases. 1In
addition, smolt emigration is a natural occurrence for chinook
salmon in the Klamath and Trinity systems.  Finally, yearling
releases tend to result in increased returns of grilse and
produce smaller adults, reducing opportunities for ocean fishers. -

We are exploring the potential for increased yearling production
at Iron Gate Hatchery. We are exploring the questions of
adequate water supply and funding. We understand that water flow
and quality in the Klamath River are largely dependent on how
much water remains in the river following diversions for
agricultural and other uses outside California and on how much
cold water is stored in the depths of Iron Gate Reservoir. 1In
light of this, we are prepared to negotiate for conversion of
some of our advanced fingerling production at Iron Gate Hatchery
to a corresponding level of yearling production, provided that
water of acceptable quality and in sufficient quantity is made
available.

The Department believes that mitigation for coho salmon at
Trinity River Hatchery is appropriate. Trapping records show
that this species occurred above the present dam site. The team
was provided references on this issue. :

The Department does not consider the fiqure of 9,000 chinook
salmon adults returning to Trinity River Hatchery excessive. We
do not believe that these adults have a detrimental genetic
effect on Trinity River chinook salmon stocks. We contend that
there must always be adults returning to the hatchery site in
excess of the number required for eqgg collection when the
hatchery is functioning properly. -

We concur with the team findings regarding Trinity River
steelhead. A goal-oriented investigation is badly needed to find
ways to meet mitigation goals and restore this valuable resource.

The Department shares the concerns of the Review Team over
disposition of excess eggs and grade-outs. Our goal has been and
continues to be to take eggs throughout each run, with the take
being in proportion to the magnitude and duration of the run.

Our policy, stated in the goals and constraints documents, is to
destroy excess eggs or fry or to use them for other, nonadromous
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programs.

We concur with the team that use of the term "enhancement" to
describe part of the production at the two hatcheries is
inappropriate. The use of the term is inaccurate and the fish
described by it are correctly considered part of the production
needed to meet mitigation requirements. "Enhancement" will be
used only when referring to production in excess of mitigation
requirements. For Iron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries, this
means that it will not be used, since the Department has no plans
for production except that necessary for prescribed mitigation.

The Department supports interim artificial propagation programs
where appropriate. These temporary programs under our
jurisdiction must operate in accordance with State regulations
and guidelines and must be confined to areas where natural
production is insufficient to fully utilize available habitat.
Proposals for initiation of new projects or continuance of
existing projects must undergo a formal review process and be
approved by the Department prior to implementation. The review
procedures of the Trinity River Basin Fish and Wildlife Task
Force follow its 1991 Policy and Procedures_for Use of Interim
Artificial Propagation Under the Trinity River Restoration
Program to Accelerate the Restoration of the Anadromous Salmonid
Fish in the Trinity River Basin for proposed projects in the
Trinity system. Although it incorporates California‘s laws,
policies, and guidelines pertinent to interim rearing, projects
approved under it are still subject to State approval and
permitting requirements.

Oour greatest genetic concern for salmon and steelhead is mixing
fish from different stocks. Our statewide policy prohibits
artificial movement of stocks between basins without the written
approval of the appropriate Regional Manager, the Chief of Inland
Fisheries Division, and the Deputy Director for fisheries. Such
movements and mixing are discouraged. Our hatchery personnel
take great care to ensure that stocks are not mixed during
hatchery operations. Genetic mixing of hatchery and naturally
reproducing components of a stock is of less concern to us than
is interbasin or other mixing between different stocks.

We believe that, provided there is no interbasin or interstock
mixing, the potential for losing genetic variability because of
hatchery production is not significant for mixed-component
stocks, which have a hatchery and a naturally reproducing
component, under our current anadromous hatchery practices.

First, except in the cases of the endangered Sacramento River
winter-run chinook salmon and the Carmel River steelhead,
anadromous hatcheries in California, unlike trout hatcheries, do
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not maintain breeding stocks of adults. Because egg donors are
randomly selected at the hatchery, genetic drift is not as likely
to occur as it is in situvations in which a small broodstock is
cultured or maintained from year to year. Each year, anadromous
hatcheries capture and spawn an essentially random subset in most
years of the entire population that has successfully entered the
hatchery. It could be argued that this subset has less genetic
variability than the whole population, but we contend that this
is unlikely. 1If the hatchery spawners are taken randomly from
throughout a run and in proportion to its magnitude, then it is
more likely that the hatchery adult spawning population will
generally reflect the genetic variability of the portion of the
spawning population that would have spawned at or above the
hatchery site.

Second, the offspring of the hatchery-spawned adults are released
into the natural environment where they become susceptible, like
their naturally spawned cousins, to predation, competition, and
all of the other limiting factors that are present in that
environment, both in fresh and salt water. These limiting
factors take their toll, and individuals lacking the genetic
makeup necessary for surv1va1 usually die before reaching
adulthood. This tends to remove, or cause to occur at low
frequencies, any "undesirable" genes that may have been present
at increased frequency in the hatchery population when it was
released. This natural culling process may be reduced, however,
by trucking the hatchery product to the estuary, whlch also
increases straying of returning adults.

Finally, the adult survivors produced at the hatchery and those
produced naturally return to spawn. Some of the hatchery fish
spawn naturally with other hatchery fish, but some spawn with
naturally produced fish. When the hatchery captures its adults,
some of them are hatchery products, but others are products of
natural spawning. What this means is that there is a two-way
exchange of genetic material between the hatchery component and
the naturally produced component. This, in conjunction with the
effects on survival of the natural environment, works against
selection in the population as a whole for genes that might
initially appear at increased frequency in groups of hatchery
fish when they are released. Therefore, the genetic dlver81ty of
the stock remains intact.

‘Under an ideal situation, we would operate hatcheries so that
hatchery fish would leave the hatchery site at the same times,
the 'same sizes, and in the same numbers that preproject naturally
produced fish would have passed the site on their seaward
migration. This would more closely mimic preexisting natural

current budget and hatchery size constraints and that flow
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regimes have been altered by the projects for which mitigation
fish are produced. We will continue to evaluate our hatchery
operations and production and improve them as new technology and
methodology becomes available. However, we believe our
anadromous hatcheries are being operated to approximate natural
conditions to the extent possible.

In summary, we conclude this section with the observation that
hatcheries are a necessary part of California‘’s salmon and
steelhead conservation program. They exist to produce fish to
replace natural production that was lost in areas above dams. We
consider unreasonable the assumption that full preproject
production levels can be met in the absence of hatcheries. No
amount of habitat restoration down stream can replace the habitat
that has been forever lost upstream to dams. The Department
recognizes that hatcheries must be operated in a manner that has
the least affect on naturally spawning stocks. The Department
will do all that it can to insure against harming natural stocks,
while meeting mitigation goals and providing reasonable
opportunities to sport and commercial fishers.

Findings and Actions Planned by the Department

The Department plans to undertake the following six actions
related to future production at Iron Gate and Trinity River

hatcheries:

1. Fall chinook salmon egg take at Iron Gate Hatchery will be
reduced to 12 million per year. This will be incorporated
into the goals and constraints for Iron Gate Hatchery. The
‘18 million egg figure is excessive and was derived at a time
when the Department believed that maximum hatchery
production was a desirable goal. In reality, this goal has
not been reached in most years; :

2. The production goals and constraints for the two hatcheries,
" which are currently undergoing revision will not refer to
.- "enhancement" fish, but will refer to all production as
mitigation fish;

3. The revised goals and constraints will specify that no pre-
- smolts will be planted, and that excess eggs or fry will be
destroyed or used for purposes other than release into

anadromous waters;

4. We will seek funding from the Trinity River Basim Fish and
wWildlife Task Force or the US Bureau of Reclamation for a
study to develop a program for steelhead population
restoration. The study will emphasize the need for
‘management to assure that steelhead mitigation goals can be



-12- DRAFT

met;

We will request Pacific Power and Light Company to review
potential water supplies from Copco Lake, Iron Gate ,
Reservoir, Fall Creek, and groundwater sources to determine
if adequate water of proper quality exists that could be
provided for an expanded yearling program at Iron Gate
Hatchery. The utility company is cooperating with us in
solving the incubator water quality problem. They will
install a filtration system or ground water pumping
equipment at the hatchery to provide adequate water quality
to hatchery incubators; .

. We will continue to release our hatchery production at times

and under conditions that most closely approximate natural
patterns while minimizing competition with naturally
produced fish. Smolt releases will take place as late in
spring as possible to avoid competition with naturally
spawned fish, yet ensure that hatchery fish avoid mortality
from high river water temperatures. Trucking of hatchery
fish will be considered only under extreme emergency
conditions when release at the hatchery site would result in
greater than 50 percent planting mortality.
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IRON GATE HATCHERY

Production Goals and Constraints

CHINOOK
Mitigation - (Pacific Power)
| " A. Take all eggs available up to incubator capacity (18,000,000).

Eggs taken shall be distributed throughout the season. NoO
excess eggs shall be retained and any excess adults trapped
shall be marked and returned to the river unspawned, except
that those salmon bearing adipose (Ad) fin clips (indicating
the presence of coded-wire tags) shall be retained to permit
recovery of the tags. :

From these 18,000,000 eggs, rear and plant 6,000,000 smolts
(attempt to meet 90 per pound guidelines) prior to May -31l.
When downstream water conditions are compatible, the release
may be delayed as late as June 15 to allow release of larcer
smolts.

Retain 1,400,000 fish for the approved enhancement programs
listed below. ' . '

All fish excess to hatchery mitication reqgquirements, or
approved on-site enhancement and Klamath ponds enhancement

. needs will be carried as long &s compatible with A, B8, and C

above and then released at Iron Gate Hatchery site prior to
April 1S.

ENHANCEMENT - (Department of Fish and Game)

| A. Yearling Program

1. About 900,000 will be reared at Iron Gate and released at
the Hatchery site. -

2. About 180,000 will be reared under contract at the rall
Creek Ponds and released at the Iron Gate Hatchery site.

3. Up to 300,000 will be reared in Klamath River Rearing .
Ponds and, except for Camp Creek, the yearlings will be
released at the rearing site. '

STEELHEAD

“II|’ a.

Mitigation

1. Take 1,000,000 eggs. All excess adults shall be marked
and returned to the river unspawned. Egg take shall be
distributed throughout the season.
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2. TFrom these we will grade out 250,000 large fingerlings by
September 1, to rear 200,000 yearlings.

3. The small fish from the orading will be planted in Iron
Gate Reserv01 ved by Pathology. These shall be

marked with 2 QP or LP fin¢lip on alternating year
classes for evaIuanlon in the reservoir.
COHO

A, Mitigation.

l. Take 500,000 eggs distributed throuchout the run, and from
these rear 75,000 yearlings for planting at the Hatchery
site (soft shell problems necessitates the large number of"
eggs). Adults returning to the hatchery that are excess -
to those needed to obtain the 500,000-egcg target will be
marked and returned to the river unspawned, except that
those salmon bearing Ad fin clips (indicating the presence
of coded-wire tags) shall be retained to permit recovery
of the tags..

B. Enhancement -

1. - Surplus fingerlings from the 500,000 eggs will be planted
in Beaver, Elk and Indian creeks in the spring. This
program shall be terminated upon completion of planting BY
1988 and an evaluation shall be submitted to the Chief of
the Inland Fisheries Division no later than June 1, 1994.
Evaluation shall be done by Region 1 personnel by carcass
counts and juvenile surveys. -

Excess Eggs

No eggs of any species excess to the above gquotas will be taken
.without the advance, written authorization of the Chief, Inland
Fisheries Division. Regardless, if excess eggs are taken in early
phases of the runs, as insurance against potential shortaces,
later eggs will be taken in order to spread the egg take
throughout the run. All excess early eggs will be destroyed
unless needed for resident inland programs.

As further data are developed, this plan may be modified with
approval by the Regional Manager of Recion 1 and the Chlef, Inland
Fisheries Division. .
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Production Goals and Constraints

v
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release time) Zor release zs IZ-vear—nids the fziicwing spring as 2 means of
increasing st2elhezd srocduciicn at the hatchery. 21l I-vear—21< steelhezd
will Te relessed ar TRE and/or Sawmill Sonc.

D. hatchery mcderzizea 24 inches In Isncth D2y Ce
ed at the Willcw Crz C at Trinity River Zzizhers.
fish will e c2zrec sererataly I o scewned 2T Trinits Fiver
cher; and will e marked and -2lezsad 2t the hatshery sizz. This oricram
1l Ze evaiunzted Inm 18G4,

No eccs ¢f znv scecies sxcass iz the abcove quctzs will be taken withcut the

acdvenca, writlsn zutherizaticn of the Chief, Iniand Fisheries Divisicn.
Regardless, if excess eccs arz tzken in early zhases cf the rtuns, as insuranc2
3

aceinst pcrantial shcrizces, later accs will e faken in crcer i3 sgrzacd the ecg
tzke thrcuchout the mom. ~ 2xcess =2arly eccs will Te cesuITyec.

As further cata arz develcred, this cizan will Ze acdified ‘as needed.
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.I REPORT TO THE KLAMATH RIVER FISHERIES TASK FORCE, MARCH 30-31, 1993.

TITLE: FISH AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION ACTIVITIES TO BE IMPLEMENTED IN
FISCAL YEAR 1954 BY AGENCIES OF THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR IN
THE KLAMATH BASIN.

The U.S. Department of Interior is represented in the Klamath Basin by the
Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Bureau of Land
Management, Bureau of Reclamation, and Geological Survey. Primary
landholdings of Interior are located in the upper basin above Iron Gate Dam.
Timber production and grazing are the primary land uses on Interior land.

A survey of area offices within the basin revealed the following activities.
Activities are lumped as they apply to specific objectives in the long range
fishery restoration plan.

" Objective 2.C Protect and improve the water- quallty of stream habitat from
adverse agricultural practices.

Geological Survey -- Conducting a water quality study in Upper Klamath

-Lake. Focusing on external nutrient loading, causes and potential

remedies. Trying to develop a model for determining impacts on lake

water quality at varying levels of marsh restoration, riparian

restoration, and nutrient supply reductions. GIS Technology is to be
I utilized. Study began in 1992, expected to be completed in 1997.

Proposed activities for 1994: USGS will continuve field data collection
and begin actual assessment of nutrient loading by surface flow. They
will begin to focus work on groundwater nutrient supply.

Bureau of Reclamation (Denver office) -- Developing an "Agency Basin
Management Plan" for Agency Lake (adjacent to Upper Klamath Lake). Will
be a comprehensive management plan for controlling nutrient loading,
restoring natural marsh areas to improve water quality and to establish
rearing habitat for endangered suckers.

Proposed activities for 1994: Analysis of data collected in prior years;
development of a report.

Bureau of Reclamation (Klamath Project) -- Funded HSU Professor Bob
Gearheart to do a “"paper study" of feasibility of marsh restoration.
Objective of the study is to determine potential for increasing fish and
waterfowl habitat and increasing water storage capacxty in Upper Klamath
Lake. Study to be completed in early FY1994.

Fish and Wildlife Service -- Toxicity studies being conducted to
determine impacts of natural and man caused pollutants on endangered
sucker species. Work being conducted in Upper Klamath, Tule, and Lower
Klamath Lakes. Study to be completed in 1993. ’92 work focused on
. juvenile stage, ’93 work focusing on larval stage (30-day old)

biocassays. Determining tolerance levels to pH, dissolved oxygen,
ammonia concentration, and water temperature.



Proposed activities for 1994: Researchers hope to validate laboratory
findings by sampling and observing fish in the lakes. Report on
laboratory work will be finalized.

Bureau of Land Management -- Purchasing Wood River Ranch. Will restore.
marshes. Potential increase of waterfowl and fish habitat.

Proposed activities for FY1994: Evaluate effectiveness of marsh
restoration in improving water quality and in providing fish and
wildlife refugia.

Bureau of Land Management -- Member of a Coordinated Resource Management
Plan (CRMP) group in the Spencer Creek watershed (a tributary of the

Klamath River above Iron Gate Dam). The goal of the CRMP is to improve

environmental conditions, including instream habitat conditions, by
implementing better grazing and timber harvest techniques.

Proposed activities in FY1994: Continue participation.

Bureau of Land management -- Participating in a land exchange in Jenny
Creek. Will acquire the 1,200 acre Box-0 Ranch which contains about 2.5
miles of Jenny Creek, a tributary to the upper Klamath River.

Completion of the restoration effort will take approximately 5 years.

Proposed activities in FY1994: Extensive riparian restoration work
using volunteer work crews, in cooperation with local landowners and
interest groups. Fencing, planting, and 16 instream restoration
projects are scheduled.

Klamath Tribe -- Partially funded through BIA to monitor water quality
of the Sprague and Williamson Rivers and Upper Klamath Lake, to develop
a model which may determine potential impacts to the ecosystem through
continued nutrient loading. ' Another objective is to assess potential
impacts of marsh and riparian restoration. (Project similar to USGS
study. Both agencies are trying to dovetail efforts.) 1991/92 sampling
in low runoff year to be compared with 1992/93 high runoff year. '

Proposed activities in 1994: Nutrient budget will be developed for upper
Klamath Lake. Final report expected early in calendar 1994. Lake
monitoring effort will be reduced in FY1994. Analysis and write up of
previously collected data will be primary focus.

Objective 2.E Protect salmon and steelhead habitat from harmful effects of
water and power projects in the Klamath Basin.

Fish and Wildlife Service -- The long term recovery plan is to be
completed and distributed to the public by April, 1993. Development of
this recovery plan is required by the Endangered Species Act. The
recovery plan focuses on habitat restoration and, in some cases, habitat
modification to restore endangered sucker populations.

Proposed activities in FY1994: Many habitat and population monitoring
projects called for in the plan are already underway, and will be




continued. BHabitat enhancement project (placement of spawning
substrate) at Barkley Springs will occur. .

Objective 3. Restore the habitat of anadromous fish of_the.xlamath River
Basin by using appropriate methods that address the factors that limit the

production of these species.

Bureau of Land Management -- The Land Management Plan for the Shasta
Valley and upper Klamath River area should be finalized by June, 1993.

Proposed activities for FY1994: Some land acquisitions are proposed for
‘94 unless opposition arises from local government. Lands containing
Shasta River and tributaries will be managed for fisheries values.

Objective 4: Strive to protect the genetic diversity of anadromous fishes in
the Klamath River Basin.

Fish and Wildlife Service (Arcata Office) -- Following a phase-out of
net harvest monitoring in ’93, work in the Klamath Basin (excluding the
Trinity River) will be dependent to a large degree on what proposals are
funded. Proposals will cover work such as green sturgeon monitoring,
outmigrant salmonid monitoring, and a possible continuation of Blue

Creek studies,

Bureau of Indian Affairs -- The agency will assist in developing the
Yurok Tribe’s fisheries program; will phase out the USFWS contract work
on the lower Klamath River; will develop a contract with Humboldt State
University to assist in development of the Yurok Tribe’s fisheries

program.




